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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
BOWERS LANDFILL
CIRCLEVILLE, OHIO

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency held a public comment period from February
14 to March 16, 1989, to provide interested parties an opportunity to comment on the Agency’s
Proposed Plan for Bowers Landfill. The purpose of this Responsiveness Summary is to identify
major comments raised during the public comment period and to provide U.S. EPA’s responses to
these comments. U.S. EPA has considered all comments summarized in this document before
selecting a remedial alternative for Bowers Landfill.

The Responsiveness Summary includes five sections plus three appendices. Section 2.0
briefly states public reaction to U.S. EPA’s Proposed Plan. Section 3.0 contains a brief history of
community interest and involvement with the Bowers Landfill site. Section 4.0 summarizes
written and oral comments received by U.S. EPA during the public comment period. Comments
were received from local citizens, environmental groups, local officials, state officials, and
potentially responsible parties. Section 4.0 also includes U.S. EPA’'s responses to these comments.
Section 5.0 identifies and summarizes issues that may continue to be of concern to the community
during the design and implementation of U.S. EPA’s selected remedy for Bowers Landfill. U.S.
EPA will address these concerns during the Remedial Design and Remedial Action (RD/RA)
phase of the cleanup process.

The first attachment to the Responsiveness Summary is a list of community relations
activities conducted by U.S. EPA at Bowers Landfill, both before and during the public comment
period. The second attachment includes copies of all written comments on the Proposed Plan
received during the public comment period. Oral comments, which were recorded at a public
meeting on February 28, 1989, are included within the transcript for that meeting. The transcript
is part of the Administrative Record for Bowers Landfill.

2.0 OVERVIEW

U.S. EPA’s preferred alternative for the Bowers Landfill site was presented at the start of
the public comment period through distribution of a fact sheet, publication of display
advertisement in the Circleville Herald, and placement of the formal Proposed Plan in the site



information repositories. The Proposed Plan was also presented and discussed during a public

meeting in Circleville on February 28, 1989. The recommended alternative addressed potential
ground-water contamination problems near the site, the risk of ingesting contaminated on-site
soils, and long-term risks from future contaminant releases.

The preferred alternative specified in the Proposed Plan consists of monitoring ground
water at and near the site; restricting the use of the site so that drinking water wells cannot be
placed between the site and the Scioto River; placing a 6-foot-high fence around the site
perimeter to prevent potential trespassers from entering the site area; and installing a new clay
cap on the landfill to minimize the amount of contaminants that could potentially be carried into
the ground water beneath the site. Erosion control and drainage improvements would be made,
and riprap and sheet piling would be placed on the north and south ends of the landfill to
improve flood protection.

The comments received during the comment period indicated that residents have some
concerns about U.S. EPA’s preferred remedial alternative. Some residents felt additional flood
protection measures were needed at the site. Concerns were also raised regarding the proposed
ground-water monitoring program and response contingencies. Specific details of such a program
are usually resolved in the remedial design phase. Several residents indicated concern that they
would have limited future opportunities for input into the cleanup process after the Record of
Decision (ROD) is signed. These residents strongly requested the continuation of the Bowers
Landfill Information Committee (see Section 3.2).

All written comments received by U.S. EPA are included in Appendix A to this
Responsiveness Summary. Verbal comments recorded at the February 28, 1989, public meeting
are contained in the transcript of that meeting, which is part of the Administrative Record for
Bowers Landfill.

3.0 BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
31 Early Involvement
Community interest in Bowers Landfill dates back to the early 1960s when residents

complained to the Pickaway County Health Department about odors and fires at the landfill.
Sporadic complaints from residents continued throughout the 1960s and 1970s.



Local media covered the site during the early 1980s after Superfund was enacted and U.S.
EPA became involved at the site. In April 1984, Columbus television station WMCH (Channel 4)
mistakenly reported that Bowers Landfill was possibly contaminated with dioxin. The report
resulted in increased interest and concern about the site. Since that time, community interest and
involvement have been high. This level of interest was maintained during the remedial
investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS). Appendix B to this Responsiveness lists community
relations activities that U.S. EPA has conducted in response to this interest.

In early 1985, a consent order, allowing the potentially responsible parties to conduct the
RI/FS, was drafted. U.S. EPA held a public comment period on the draft consent order and
received written and verbal comments covering a wide range of environmental health and public
involvement issues. U.S. EPA responded to these comments in July 1985. The document
containing these responses (Response to Public Comments on Consent Order for the Bowers
Landfill, Circleville, Ohio, July 1985) is included as Appendix C to this Responsiveness
Summary.

Many of the comments on the consent order indicated an interest in greater community
involvement during RI/FS process. Residents and officials wanted to be kept well informed.
Some wanted representation in the decision-making process. In response to these comments, U.S.
EPA established the Bowers Landfill Information Committee.

3.2 Bowers Landfill Information Committee

The Bowers Landfill Information Committee was established in November 1985. The
committee consisted of representatives from U.S. EPA, OEPA, the PRPs, local (city and county)
government, and citizens’ groups (ACTION and L-ECHOS). The committee met regularly to
discuss progress during the RI/FS and upcoming events. Draft reports were also provided to the
committee for review and discussion. Committee meetings were open to any interested observers.
Twelve meetings were held between November 1985 and November 1988. The committee had
several major functions:

. To disseminate reports, data, and other information related to the Bowers Landfill
RI/FS. During the meetings, U.S. EPA, OEPA, and the PRPs made formal
presentations to the committee on topics such as well installation and sampling
methods; sampling results for soil, ground water, surface water, and sediment;
endangerment assessment results; applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARs); and remedial alternatives developed in the FS.

. To act as liaison between the agencies and the rest of the community.



. To provide input to U.S. EPA and OEPA on issues related to the sjte. However,
the committee was not a decision-making body and had no authority to override
agency decisions.

U.S. EPA and OEPA distributed draft versions of several documents to the committee for

review and discussion. These documents were generally distributed at least one week (and often

earlier) before the committee meeting at which the document was to be discussed. Site reports

reviewed and discussed by the committee included:
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. Work Plan . QA/QC Plan

. Site Safety Plan . Geophysical Survey Report

. Biological Survey Report . Technical Memoranda for Sampling
. RI Report Results

. Endangerment Assessment Report ] Alternatives Array Document

FS Report

Concerns Raised During the RI/FS

The following community concerns were raised during the RI/FS. Many of these

concerns were expressed by the members of the Bowers Landfill Information Committee,

Concerns were raised by the information committee about the health and safety aspects of
the RI field work. The concerns regarded coordination between agencies, PRPs, and local
emergency officials should an emergency occur.

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA and OEPA officials met with local fire, police, hospital,
and other officials to explain the roles of the RI participants and to better understand the
jurisdictions and response capabilities of the local agencies. Response plans were
developed for the unlikely event of an emergency.

Members of the information committee expressed a desire to physically observe on-site
field activities.

U.S. EPA Response: Due to liability concerns, this request was denied. However, slides
taken during RI field activities were shown at information committee meetings.

Residents expressed concern that the site should be fenced to restrict site access during RI
field activities.



U.S. EPA Response: The U.S. EPA Emergency Response Team evaluated Bowers
Landfill in May 1985 to determine whether site access posed an immediate health threat.
U.S. EPA determined that a fence was not necessary because the only unnatural materiais
observed at the site were empty drums and plastic nonhazardous materials. The site was
almost completely covered by vegetation (grasses, shrubs, and trees). However, as a result
of this evaluation, U.S. EPA installed additional warning signs at the site, particularly
near the southernmost access point along Island Road.

Before the start of RI field work, a fenced area was constructed near the entrance
to the landfill. Equipment used during field activities was stored inside this fenced area
when not in use. The area also contained a support trailer for field activities.

Concerns were raised regarding the differences between the RI results and the results
obtained by Burgess and Niple in 1981.

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA believes that the data obtained during the RI most
accurately represents current conditions at and near the landfill. The agency also feels
that the level of data quality assurance in 1981 was not as high as is present quality
assurance programs offer. Therefore, the 1981 results may be less reliable than the Rl
results. The differences between current and 1981 results may also be explained by
changes in contaminant levels due to flooding at the site or volatilization of the chemicals.
Chemicals that migrated to the Scioto River would have been diluted to much lower
concentrations. This issue is addressed in greater detail in Section 4.7 of this
Responsiveness Summary.

U.S. EPA was requested to provide the results of private well sampling to the appropriate
homeowners.

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA provided the results of water testing to the appropriate
homeowners. The results were sent to the information repository and are also included in
the RI and EA reports.

Residents were concerned that the Circleville water supply might be contaminated.
U.S. EPA Response: OEPA, a party to the consent order, responded that the City of

Circleville must periodically test its water supply for the presence of hazardous chemicals.
OEPA placed copies of test results from 1980-1987 in the information repository.



Summaries of these test results are also included in the EA report. The results indicate
that the Circleville water supply is of high quality and has not been adversely affected by
contamination from Bowers Landfill. This issue is discussed further in Sections 4.2, 4.6,
and 4.7 of this Responsiveness Summary.

7. Members of the group ACTION requested a formal 90-day public comment period on the
RI report.

U.S. EPA Response: While a formal comment period on the Bowers Landfill RI report
was not held, U.S. EPA pointed out that citizens may comment on technical activities at
any time during the RI/FS process. Any comments would be included in the Bowers
Landfill Administrative Record. In addition, comments on the RI submitted to U.S. EPA
by members of Bowers Landfill Information Committee were included as an addendum to
the RI report. A major function of the information committee has been to provide
opportunities for citizen input during the technical activities at the site, particularly
during the development of the work plan, and during the review of the RI, EA, and FS
reports.

4.0 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND AGENCY RESPONSES

This section of the Responsiveness Summary summarizes comments received during the
public comment period for Bowers Landfill and provides U.S. EPA’s responses to these
comments. The Agency received comments from local citizens, environmental groups, local
officials, state officials, and potentially responsible parties. These comments concerned the
preferred remedial alternative (Alternative 4), as stated in the Proposed Plan, and other remedial
alternatives developed in the Feasibility Study (FS). U.S. EPA also received comments on work
conducted earlier in the RI/FS process, including the RI and endangerment assessment.

Attachment 2 to this Responsiveness Summary includes copies of all written comments
received during the public comment period. Oral comments, which were recorded at a public
meeting on February 28, 1989, are included within the transcript for that meeting. The transcript
is part of the Administrative Record for Bowers Landfill. Where several individuals or
organizations submitted similar comments, a single response is provided. U.S. EPA has grouped
the comments according to subject.



U.S. EPA Response: Ohio hazardous waste regulations are modeled after U.S. EPA
hazardous waste regulations. The Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA), as
amended by the 1986 Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments, regulates active hazardous
waste facilities. Hazardous waste facilities that were not operating after November 19,
1980, are not required to comply with RCRA. Because of this, RCRA is not applicable to
remedial actions at Bowers Landfill.

U.S. EPA believes that site conditions, as currently defined by the RI, do not
justify closure of Bowers Landfill in compliance with state or federal regulations for
active hazardous waste landfills. The landfill was used primarily for domestic waste,
nonhazardous industrial waste, and construction debris. Based on site conditions and the
relatively low levels of contaminants in ground water, closure as a hazardous waste
landfill is not justified.

Nevertheless, the remedial alternative chosen for Bowers Landfill takes into
account several RCRA requirements for hazardous waste landfills. The low-permeability
clay layer installed over the landfill will have a maximum permeability of 1077 cm/sec.
This cover would meet RCRA requirements for the clay liner at the bottom of a
hazardous waste landfill, as described in 40 CFR 264.301. In addition, the cover will
meet RCRA General Facility Standards in 40 CFR 264.18. The cover will be constructed,
operated, and maintained to prevent washout of hazardous wastes by a 100-year flood.
Finally, the long-term monitoring program for Bowers Landfill will comply with the
substantive requirements for ground-water monitoring under RCRA in 40 CFR Subpart
F.

Members of ACTION expressed concern that "containment techniques are unproven and
unreliable technologies with specific implementation problems." Concerns were raised
that containment remedies depend on expert installation, and even if properly installed,
clay or synthetic membrane caps will eventually leak.

U.S. EPA Response: Capping, with either clay or synthetic membrane layers, is a
standard procedure for closing land disposal units that have reached capacity. The cap
serves two main purposes -- preventing direct contact and exposure to waste materials
and preventing ground-water contamination by reducing infiltration of water through the
wastes. The low-permeability clay cap proposed for Bowers Landfill will serve both
purposes. The cap will prevent direct contact with and ingestion of contaminated soils.



4.1

Remedial Alternative Preferences

Two residents asked why a flood protection dike was not included as part of the preferred
remedial alternative.

U.S. EPA Response: Based on discussions with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S.
EPA believes that the landfill cap installed under Alternative 4 can be designed and
constructed to resist flood damage or washout of wastes by a 100-year flood. Alternative
4 would include flood protection, in the form of riprap, on the ends of the landfill most
prone to flood damage. Where necessary, sheet piling would be added to provide
additional stability. Landfill side slopes would be designed to prevent failure during
flood conditions. A safe horizontal-to-vertical ratio for the side slopes would be
determined by geotechnical studies of the landfill surface and the soil and clay used for
the cover. Wastes would be covered by at least 4 feet of new cover material and would be
isolated from flood waters. Any minor damage to the cap caused by flooding would be
repaired promptly as part of an ongoing operation and maintenance program.

The additional protection offered by the flood dike is not proportional to the cost
of the dike. Although the dike would provide additional long-term protection from
floods, it would provide no additional reduction in infiltration of precipitation through
the landfill, compared to the clay cap. The FS estimates the cost of the flood protection
dike as approximately $5.5 million. This additional component would more than double
the cost of Alternative 4 while providing only slightly increased long-term effectiveness.

Further, construction of the dike would remove approximately 80 acres of land
from the 100-year floodplain of the Scioto River, since the dike would prevent
floodwaters from covering this area. This would increase the height of floodwaters
upstream and downstream of the landfill and may cause additional areas to flood.

Several residents wanted to know why hazardous waste landfill closure requirements were
not applied to Bowers Landfill. A citizen representing ACTION, a local environmental
group, asked: "The feasibility study states that Alternative 4 would comply with current
State of Ohio closure standards for solid waste landfills. Since hazardous waste was
dumped at Bowers, I would like to know if any of the alternatives comply with State of
Ohio closure standards for hazardous waste facilities. If not, why not?"



The clay layer of the cap will have a permeability of 1077 cm/sec or less and should
reduce infiltration of precipitation and floodwaters to less than 10 percent.

U.S. EPA will take several measures to increase the effectiveness of the cap and
reduce the likelihood of cap failure. First, the clay layer will be designed and installed
under a strict quality assurance program. The clay will be installed in 6-inch increments
(or lifts). Each lift will be compacted and tested for permeability before the next lift is
added. Second, the horizontal-to-vertical ratio of the side slopes will be designed to
prevent failure during worst case flooding conditions. Third, the cap will be inspected
and maintained according to a regular schedule, with additional inspections scheduled
after floods. If the cap leaks even after these precautionary measures are taken, the long-
term ground-water monitoring program, included as part of remedial action, will detect
increases in ground-water contamination before the contamination moves off-site.

Several residents were concerned that treatment technologies were not considered for
Bowers Landfill.

U.S. EPA Response: Treatment technologies were considered in the FS, but were
screened out due to effectiveness, implementability, and cost considerations. Thus,
treatment technologies were not included in any of the remedial alternatives evaluated in
detail. The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986 expresses a
preference for remedial alternatives that include treatment as a principle element.
However, treatment is not always practical, especially at sites that have large volumes of
low-concentration waste materials.

Three specific factors make treatment impractical at Bowers Landfill. First, much
of the estimated 130,000 cubic yards of waste material in the landfill consists of general
refuse and municipal solid waste, rather than hazardous waste. Second, no operating
records exist, so it is not possible to identify specific locations along the 4000-foot length
where hazardous wastes may have been deposited. Third, the relatively low levels of
contamination found during the RI would not be effectively reduced by treatment.

The potentially responsible parties commented that Alternative 3 (limited repairs to
landfill cover) was adequately protective of public health and the environment, and that
the selection of Alternative 4 (clay cover over the landfill) was not warranted.



U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA’s rationale for selecting Alternative 4 over Alternative 3 is
clearly stated in the ROD Decision Summary. Briefly, Alternative 3 does not meet the
two threshold criteria for selection as a remedial alternative. Alternative 3 does not
provide adequate protection of human health and the environment and does not comply
with ARARs.

One resident stated that cost should not be a factor in choosing a remedial alternative for
Bowers Landfill. He felt that the most expensive technologies should be chosen because
they are the most protective. He stated that "EPA's rightful job at this point is to cleanup
the Bowers site to the best of its ability, notwithstanding cost." This resident believed
that the remedial alternative should include a synthetic membrane cover for the landfill,
construction of the most sophisticated drainage system possible, and construction of a
flood control dike.

U.S. EPA Response: SARA specifically requires U.S. EPA to select remedial actions that
are cost-effective. Cost-effectiveness cannot be used to justify the selection of a
nonprotective remedy. However, U.S. EPA is required by law to closely evaluate the
costs required to implement and maintain a remedy and to select a protective remedy
whose costs are proportionate to its overail effectiveness.

The National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP)
provides the regulatory framework for Superfund. Under the currently proposed
revisions to the NCP, cost is one of five primary balancing criteria for evaluating
remedial alternatives. Other balancing criteria include long-term effectiveness; reduction
of toxicity, mobility, or volume; short-term effectiveness; and implementability. To
select a remedial alternative, U.S. EPA must first determine that the alternative meets the
two threshold criteria -- the alternative must adequately protect human heaith and the
environment and the alternative must comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARs). U.S. EPA must then consider the balancing criteria and choose
the remedial alternative that represents the best combination of these criteria. Thus, U.S.
EPA must consider cost in this analysis.

One member of ACTION stated that a fence around Bowers Landfill, a component of

U.S. EPA’s preferred alternative, should be erected as soon as possible. This measure
would limit exposure primarily to those who choose to become exposed.

10



4.2

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA agrees that installing a fence around Bowers Landfill will
limit exposure to those who choose to become exposed. Fencing was included in all
remedial alternatives (except No Action) evaluated during the FS. Fencing will be
implemented on a priority basis once remedial action begins.

Technical Concerns Regarding Remedial Alternatives

One member of ACTION, a local environmental group, asked about maintenance
procedures for the preferred alternative. He stated that the feasibility study report did
not adequately describe maintenance procedures.

U.S. EPA Response: The February 3, 1989, draft of the Feasibility Study Report, page 4-
25, states:

Maintenance of the cover would involve mowing the vegetation,
inspecting the surface for cracks, settlement, and ponding of water,
and making appropriate repairs. Maintenance requirements for the
cover can be expected to be greater than the present cover after
flood events due to the limited subsurface stabilizing capability of
the grass. Damage to the cap could occur from erosion, from plant
roots breaking through the surface, from subsidence due to
decaying roots, from penetration by burrowing animals, or from
vandalism. Direct exposure to wastes as a result of damage is
unlikely because waste materials would be isolated at least 4 feet
below the surface. If repairs to the clay or reseeding were
required, this would be carried out immediately. Repairs to the
clay would consist of patching with fresh clay.

The minimum effective design life of caps is generally 20 years (K.
Wagner et al, Remedial Action Technology for Waste Disposal
Sites, Noyes Data Corporation, Park Ridge, N.J, 1986, pp. 19 et
seq.). Proper maintenance can maintain the former effectiveness.
If well maintained, there would be virtually no long-term threat to
public health or the environment.

The maintenance program would also inciude inspection of the
cover for structural integrity on a regularly scheduled basis.
Following periods of flooding, the landfill cover would be
inspected for signs of erosion and repaired as necessary. This
program would include repair of riprap protection, as necessary,
and inspection for damage from scouring, wave action, and debris,
together with repair as necessary.

U.S. EPA believes that the intent of the maintenance program is clearly stated in

the above text. The purpose of a feasibility study (FS) is to provide a general description
of remedial action technologies and to summarize the implementation methods. Specific
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operational guidelines that would include inspection logs, inspection schedules, inspection
methods, and descriptions of corrective actions will be detailed in the remedial design
(RD). The RD is intended to be a blueprint for implementation while the FS is a broader
conceptual study of remedial options for the site.

Several residents, ACTION, the Circleville City Council, and the City of Circleville Water
Department expressed concerns about long-term ground-water monitoring at the site.
These concerns are related to protection of the city’s water supply, which is obtained
from a wellfield approximately 14 miles south of the landfill. Specifically, commenters
requested that new monitoring wells be installed between the landfill and the city’s wells.
Commenters also wanted to know how the proposed monitoring program would detect and
prevent off-site migration of ground-water contamination. Finally, some commenters felt
that testing of private wells south of the landfill and testing of the city's wells should also
be included in the monitoring program.

U.S. EPA Response: Long-term ground-water monitoring will be conducted at Bowers
Landfill as part of the remedial alternative. As noted above, the monitoring program will
be based on RCRA ground-water monitoring requirements for active hazardous waste
facilities. The monitoring program will include installing additional monitoring wells
south of Bowers Landfill (between the landfill and the Circleville municipal wellfield) and
west of the landfill (between the landfill and the Scioto River). The program may also
include sampling of private residential wells south of the site.

Testing of the city's wells is required by federal law. Testing was conducted
quarterly during 1988 for a large list of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), including
eight VOCs for which there are federal drinking water standards. None of these VOCs
were detected in samples from the Circleville wells. In addition, none of the VOCs found
in ground-water samples from Bowers Landfill were found in the Circleville water
supply. After reviewing the quarterly sampling results for 1988, OEPA informed the City
that "no repeat monitoring schedule has been established by the Ohio Environmental
Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) but, it is anticipated that the submittal of quarterly VOC
samples will be required again in 1991."

U.S. EPA believes that the combination of these two programs (long-term ground-

water monitoring at Bowers Landfill plus testing of the Circleville water supply by the
City of Circleville) will result in monitoring that is protective of human health and the
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environment and sufficient to identify any future releases to ground water from the
landfill.

Several residents requested that U.S. EPA provide additional details about the proposed
ground-water monitoring program (for exampie, number and locations of wells sampled,
frequency of sampling, and chemicals measured).

U.S. EPA Response: As noted above, ground-water monitoring will require regular and
systematic sampling. The monitoring program will meet the substantive requirements for
ground-water monitoring under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) as
described in 40 CFR Subpart F.

The installation of three additional ground-water monitoring well clusters is
necessary to develop a ground-water monitoring program that will adequately detect
potential future releases of contaminants. These clusters will consist of three wells -- a
shallow well located in the upper portion of the upper aquifer, an intermediate well
located between the water table and the bedrock, and a deep well located just above the
bedrock. Two well clusters will be installed west of the landfill, one cluster between well
location 5 and well location 6 and the other between well W-10 and the bend of the
landfill. The third well cluster will be installed off-site between the landfill and the
Circleville municipal wellfield. The installation of additional well clusters may also be
considered.

The monitoring wells will be sampled bimonthly for the first year and quarterly
for years 2 through 4. During the first year, samples will be analyzed for the full Target
Compound List (TCL). A reduced TCL may be considered after the first year. If
ground-water contaminant levels do not increase over this 4-year period, the sampling
schedule will be reevaluated and the frequency of sampling may be reduced.

Several residents requested additional information on the steps U.S. EPA would take if
long-term monitoring results showed increases in ground-water contaminant levels.

U.S. EPA Response: The monitoring proposed as part of the remedial alternative for
Bowers Landfill will be designed to detect increases in ground-water contaminant
concentrations due to the landfill. A statistical test will be developed to determine when a
significant increase in ground-water contamination has occurred.

13



Should a significant increase in the levels of contaminants occur, the increase will
automatically trigger a RCRA corrective action. If the levels of contaminants in ground
water exceed MCLs, where available, or health-based levels, where MCLs are not
available, resampling will occur within 14 days. (Health-based levels are concentrations
corresponding to a cancer risk of 107 for carcinogenic contaminants and a hazard index
(HI) greater than 1 for noncarcinogenic contaminants.) If the resampling verifies that
there has been a significant increase in contaminant levels, a corrective action program
will be implemented. Corrective action may include such measures as establishing
alternate concentration limits (ACLs), collecting and treating ground water, or removing
the source of contamination.

U.S. EPA will make every effort to minimize delays, should corrective action be
needed in the future at Bowers Landfill. Details on the scheduling, timing, and nature of
possible corrective actions will be addressed during remedial design.

One resident wanted to know the estimated costs for excavating the landfill.

U.S. EPA Response: Excavation costs at hazardous waste sites vary according to the type
of excavation equipment used, levels of worker protection required, and other site-
specific factors. However, a typical cost estimate for excavation in Level B protection is
approximately $60 per cubic yard. Using this figure, the total cost to excavate all of the
estimated 130,000 cubic yards of waste in Bowers Landfill would be approximately $8
million. This estimate does not include additional costs for removing excavated wastes
from the site, packing the wastes for removal, or treating the wastes.

Several residents expressed concerns that while a clay cap would reduce infiltration
through the top of the landfill, leakage was more likely to occur through the bottom.
Because no borings were drilled through the landfill, U.S. EPA cannot be sure that there
is an adequate confining layer below the wastes.

U.S. EPA Response: An 8- to 15-foot-thick layer of silt or clay was observed at all
borings completed adjacent to the landfill. These borings indicated that a natural layer of
low-permeability material was present at the time of landfill construction. Information
available to U.S. EPA indicates that most waste materials were deposited directly on this
layer, although some portions of this layer may have been excavated during landfilling
activities.
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Because Bowers Landfill does not have an engineered liner below the wastes, there
is a potential for leaching from the bottom of the landfill. However, the major driving
force in producing leachate is infiltration of water. The low-permeability clay cap (10'7
cm/sec or less) will greatly reduce the infiltration of both precipitation and floodwaters
that might create leachate. Another factor that U.S. EPA considered was that leachate,
when generated, would first enter the upper portion of the aquifer downgradient of the
landfill. Ground-water testing during the RI showed that contaminant levels in this
aquifer were very low and did not identify a leachate plume.

For these reasons, U.S. EPA believes that capping should be the first step in
lessening the potential for leachate production. Capping will be coupled with frequent
monitoring for hazardous constituents in site ground water. Should further ground-water
testing identify leachate as a problem, then source reduction techniques, such as leachate
collection and treatment, will be implemented as part of a corrective action program.

One member of ACTION felt that U.S. EPA’s preferred remedial alternative was "the
equivalent of doing nothing while waiting for rainfall and floods to flush the
contaminants into the surface and groundwater.”

U.S. EPA Response: As discussed in the previous response, U.S. EPA believes that the
remedial alternative selected for Bowers Landfill represents an active measure to contain
contaminants within the landfill, rather than allowing these contaminants to be flushed
out by rainfall and floods.

One resident asked under "what circumstances have gas venting and leachate collection
systems been recommended and how do these circumstances differ from the Bowers Site?"

U.S. EPA Response: Gas can be generated within a landfill by microbial degradation of
organic materials or by volatilization of organic liquids. The period of active gas
generation within a landfill can vary widely depending on site-specific conditions such as
temperature, pH, moisture content of the refuse, oxygen content, and refuse composition.

In the absence of a low-permeability layer above the waste materials, most landfill
gases will escape through the top of the landfill. This is most likely the case with Bowers
Landfill. Wastes have been in place from 20 to 30 years and are covered with a thin layer
of highly permeable soil. Further, because wastes were piled on the ground, rather than
placed in the ground, the landfill has a large surface area (relative to the waste volume)
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for gases to escape. These observations, plus the low organic vapor concentrations
measured during the RI, suggest that Bowers Landfill is not actively generating significant
quantities of gas.

Gas collection and venting systems are normally installed when landfills actively
generating gas are capped with low-permeability materials. Capping prevents gases from
escaping through the top of the landfill and forces the gases to move more slowly in a
lateral direction. Typically, collection systems are installed at the perimeter of the landfill
to prevent gases from migrating off-site. However, collection systems can also be
installed in the interior of the landfill. Because Bowers Landfill does not appear to be
actively generating gas, a gas collection system was not included as part of the selected
remedial alternative.

Leachate collection systems are required for new hazardous waste landfills as part
of the bottom liner. These systems collect and drain leachate, preventing the leachate
from reaching the bottom liner, penetrating the liner, and contaminating ground water
below the landfill. Such a system cannot be constructed under the wastes already in
Bowers Landfill.

The leachate collection system proposed for Bowers Landfill in the FS report
differs from this design and would be much less effective. The leachate collection system
would consist of a 1-foot-thick drainage layer of high-permeability sand and gravel.

This layer would be placed on the landfill surface, before the clay cap is applied. At the
edges of the landfill, where this drainage layer meets the existing land surface, a 2-foot
deep trench would be dug. The drainage layer would extend into this trench.

This type of a leachate collection system would collect most of the precipitation
and floodwater that passed through the landfill cap. However, only a small fraction of
this water would infiltrate the low-permeability cap. The collection system would not
extend down to the water table and would not collect ground water moving away from the
landfill. Thus, U.S. EPA has determined that the addition of a leachate collection system
would only marginally increase the effectiveness of the landfill cap.

One resident commented that U.S. EPA’s proposed plan "fails to address the fact that a
large diameter natural gas transmission line crosses the northeast corner of the site."
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U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA is aware of this gas transmission line. However, the
Agency does not believe that the presence of this line will interfere with remedial
construction activities. U.S. EPA will review this issue further during remedial design.
Prior to construction, U.S. EPA will conduct a field survey to confirm the actual location
of the gas transmission line, as well as other underground utilities that might be present.

The City of Circleville commented that "both the sheetpiling protection and the amount of
riprap to be installed is not sufficient given the fact that during severe floods the entire
north leg of the landfill is at risk." The City also commented that "sheetpiling needs to be
installed" at the south end of the landfill "to prevent undermining of the riprap in this
area and the riprap itself needs to be extended considerably.”

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA will consider the need to extend erosion protection in
greater detail during remedial design. Appendix D of the FS report contains a
preliminary erosion protection analysis. This analysis identifies several areas (including
those identified by the City of Circleville) that may require erosion protection beyond
that included in the conceptual design of the remedial alternative. A more detailed
erosion protection analysis will be conducted prior to designing and constructing the
erosions protection system for the landfill cap.

Public Participation Process

Several residents requested that the Bowers Landfill Information Committee, which met
regularly during the RI/FS process, be continued during design and implementation of the
remedial alternative selected for Bowers Landfill.

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA plans to continue the Bowers Landfill Information
Committee during remedial design and remedial action (RD/RA). However, the makeup
of the committee will vary depending on how design and construction is conducted.
Three possible options are:

. Federal-lead, with the RD/RA conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers or by a U.S. EPA contractor

. PRP-lead, with the RD/RA conducted by the potentially responsible
parties (PRPs) under a Consent Decree

. PRP-lead, with the RD/RA conducted by the PRPs under a Unilateral
Order
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Under the second and third options, U.S. EPA would oversee the RD/RA. The format of
the Information Committee will be determined by the option that is chosen. U.S. EPA
expects this to occur during the summer or fall of 1989.

One resident expressed concern that the public comment period of 30 days was not
adequate and that additional time was needed for the public to review and comment on
U.S. EPA’s proposed plan.

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA believes that a 30-day public comment period on the
proposed plan is sufficient for Bowers Landfill due to the long-term involvement of
citizens and citizens’ groups in the RI/FS process. The public comment period began on
February 14, 1989, shortly after the release of the Proposed Plan, and extended to March
16, 1989. Most of the comments received by U.S. EPA have come from individuals and
organizations that have attended the Information Committee meetings, commented
throughout the RI/FS, and been kept abreast of technical issues concerning Bowers
Landfill.

U.S. EPA offers the following information to support the adequacy of a 30-day
comment period. The Agency conducted an extensive community relations program in
conjunction with the RI/FS. This program included 12 meetings of the Bowers Landfill
Information Committee, where U.S. EPA, OEPA, technical representatives of the PRPs,
local government officials, and citizens’ groups met to keep the public informed of
progress during the RI/FS. During all of these meetings, individuals from the community
were allowed to ask questions through representatives on the Bowers Landfill Information
Committee. U.S. EPA has responded to these questions and concerns on an ongoing basis.
A draft of the FS, on which U.S. EPA based its selection of a remedial alternative, was
released to the Information Committee in September 1988. Results of the FS were
discussed at a committee meeting in November 1988, several months before the Proposed
Plan was released.

One resident expressed concern that the public comment period did not offer the
Circleville community "a genuine opportunity to change the EPA’s position."

U.S. EPA Response: As noted above, the public has been actively involved in all aspects
of the RI/FS process. U.S. EPA has received a number of comments and has seriously
considered these comments. Several comments have resulted in minor changes to the
preferred remedial alternative. These changes include:
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. Expanding proposed ground-water monitoring at Bowers Landfill to meet
the substantive requirements of RCRA.

. Installing additional monitoring wells south and west of Bowers Landfill
and possible inclusion of residential wells as part of the long-term
monitoring program.

. Including surface water monitoring as part of the long-term monitoring
program to verify that the landfill is not affecting the Scioto River via
surface water discharges.

. Lowering the permeability of the clay layer of the landfill cover to 107
cm/sec. This revised permeability is based on requirements for clay layers
installed as components of RCRA landfill liners.

Costs And Funding Issues

Local residents expressed concern about the liability of potentially responsible parties
(PRPs) for implementation, monitoring, and maintenance of remedial actions at Bowers
Landfill. Specifically, residents wanted to know how this liability would be transferred if
PRPs were acquired by other companies or filed for bankruptcy.

U.S. EPA Response: Superfund liabilities are treated in much the same way as any other
corporate liability. If a company with liability for a hazardous waste cleanup is sold, the
buyer may or may not agree to take on the seller’s liability. The debt, however, is not
extinguished by the transfer of other assets. Similarly, a restructuring does not release a
company from liability.

Bankruptcy may relieve a company or individual of certain debts, Debts owed to
the federal government for costs incurred during the cleanup of hazardous waste sites,
however, are given a high priority among bankruptcy claims. Any funds not recoverable
from the PRPs, for cleanup or operation and maintenance, would be provided from
Superfund monies or by the State of Ohio.

A Pickaway County Commissioner expressed concern that the county did not have the
funding to pay for remedial action at Bowers Landfill.

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA does not consider Pickaway County to be a PRP for

Bowers Landfill at this time. If the county is not a PRP, it will not be required to fund
any portion of remedial action costs.
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One member of ACTION wanted to know who would be financially responsible should
the chosen remedial alternative eventually fail.

U.S. EPA Response: The potentially responsible parties (PRPs) for Bowers Landfill
would most likely be financially responsible should the chosen remedial alternative
eventually fail. Section 122(f) of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
(SARA) allows U.S. EPA to grant PRPs a release from future liability at the completion
of remedial action. In granting such a release, U.S. EPA would consider such factors as
the effectiveness and reliability of the remedial action, the nature of remaining risks, and
the extent to which the remedial action represents a permanent remedy for the site.
Because the remedial action for Bowers Landfill is not a permanent remedy and leaves
wastes in place, U.S. EPA would not likely grant a release from liability.

One member of ACTION stated that cost estimates in the FS "do not take into account the
potential for astronomical increases when these impermanent remedies eventually fail."

U.S. EPA Response: The purpose of the RI/FS is to study current conditions of a
hazardous waste site, to evaluate the potential effects of contaminant releases from the
site, and then to propose remedial alternatives for the site that protect human health and
environment. While conditions may change in the future, the purpose of the RI/FS
process is to select a remedial alternative that will succeed in providing long-term
protection, rather than a remedy designed to fail. Thus, the use of theoretical future
conditions as a basis for estimating costs of remedial alternatives is not the intent of
Superfund.

Enforcement Issues

One member of ACTION expressed concern that the potentially responsible parties were
allowed to write the feasibility study for Bowers Landfill.

U.S. EPA Response: Section 104(a) of SARA gives U.S. EPA the authority to allow PRPs
to conduct a remedial investigation and feasibility study (1) if the PRPs demonstrate their
qualifications to do the work and (2) if U.S. EPA oversees and reviews the work. By
allowing the PRPs to conduct the RI/FS at their own expense, U.S. EPA is able to save
Superfund monies for sites where no PRPs can be identified.

The Bowers Landfill RI/FS was conducted under such an arrangement. In 1985,
U.S. EPA and OEPA signed a Consent Order with E.I. DuPont deNemours & Company
(DuPont) and PPG Industries, Inc. (PPG), two of the PRPs. While Dupont and PPG
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conducted the RI/FS, all phases of the work were reviewed and overseen by U.S. EPA
and OEPA.

Remedial Investigation Issues

Several residents expressed concern about the adequacy of the source investigation.
Specifically, they wanted to know why the amounts and locations of hazardous wastes in
Bowers Landfill remain unknown. Without this information, U.S. EPA does not have the
technical data to support its choice of a remedial alternative.

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA believes that data in the RI and EA reports adequately
support the choice of a remedial alternative for Bowers Landfill. During the RI, a large
number of samples were collected from soil, sediment, surface water, and ground water
directly adjacent to the landfill. The results of all samples indicated relatively low levels
of contamination, and no clearly identifiable "hot spots.” Sampling results from this first
phase of the RI indicated minimal migration of contaminants from the landfill. Thus,
U.S. EPA determined that a second phase of the RI, which would involve collecting
samples of landfilled material, was not warranted.

U.S. EPA used a variety of sources, other than sampling, to obtain information
about wastes disposed of in Bowers Landfill. These sources included historical aerial
photographs, information from OEPA files, information provided by PRPs, and
interviews with former owners, operators, and users of the landfill. A complete inventory
of materials deposited in the landfill cannot be prepared because accurate, documented
records of landfilling activities do not exist. Additionally, interviews with former owners,
operators, and users were conducted 15 to 20 years after landfilling ended. Thus, the
information obtained from these interviews may not be completely accurate.

Persons interviewed stated that Bowers Landfill accepted industrial wastes,
including barrels containing liquids and liquids from tank trucks. Some of these liquids
may have been hazardous substances. Nevertheless, much of the industrial waste accepted
by Bowers Landfill consisted of general trash and other nonhazardous wastes.

Information from OEPA files (formerly the Ohio Department of Health) states that the
majority of materials placed in the landfill consist of residential wastes collected by
private haulers in the Circleville area.
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In response to a 1978 investigation by the U.S. House of Representatives
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigation, DuPont and PPG reported disposal of 6,000
and 1,700 tons of waste, respectively, in Bowers Landfill between 1965 and 1968. U.S.
EPA requested additional information from DuPont and PPG in 1988 under Section 104(e)
of CERCLA. Both companies stated that they did not retain waste shipment records from
the 1960s and that previous estimates of waste volumes represented the best information
available. Each company interviewed employees who worked at the Circleville plants
during the 1960s to obtain additional information on waste disposal from that period.
DuPont stated that most of the 6,000 tons of wastes sent to Bowers Landfill consisted of
Mylar polyester film. PPG responded that wastes sent to Bowers Landfill may have
included defective resin products, used filter materials, resin-saturated phosphate salts,
spent cleaning materials, and caustic solutions.

U.S. EPA received several questions and comments related to the potential migration of
ground-water contamination south of Bowers Landfill. These comments included
statements by several members of ACTION that one reason for the difference between
RI/FS results and the 1981 findings of Burgess and Niple may, in part, be the off-site
migration of a contaminant plume to the south. Since the City of Circleville’s water
supply wells are located 14 miles south of the landfill, residents were concerned about this
possibility. Residents were particularly concerned with movement of water in the lower
aquifer at the site, and suggested that it is unlikely that water from this aquifer discharges
upward into the Scioto River,

U.S. EPA Response: The RI investigated two water bearing aquifers below the site.
These two units are separated west of the landfill by a low-permeability layer. Ground
water in the upper aquifer flows west toward the Scioto River and probably discharges
into the river. Ground water in the lower aquifer flows southwest toward the river. The
potentiometric surface (the level to which the water will rise) of the lower aquifer is
higher than that of the upper aquifer and about the same as the water level in the Scioto
River. Thus, ground water in the lower aquifer may move upward toward the river.
However, the low-permeability layer that separates the two aquifers may underlie the
river and restrict upward movement of ground water into the river. In this case, ground
water from the lower aquifer will continue to mbve southwest. This ground water may
eventually flow southward along the Scioto River, which is likely a ground-water divide.
If the low-permeability layer is not continuous, ground water in the lower aquifer would
likely discharge upward into the Scioto River.
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Circleville’s water supply comes from a wellfield, located 14 miles south of Bowers
Landfill. A number of private wells and the Sturm and Dillard quarry are located
between the site and the city’s water supply. Two private wells, located between the site
and the quarry, were sampled during the RI. No contamination was detected in these
wells. These wells and four additional wells, including three wells at the Sturm and
Dillard quarry, were sampled during the 1981 Burgess and Niple study. Although the
validity of the Burgess and Niple data is not completely known, no organic contaminants
were detected in samples from these wells. In addition, the City of Circleville has
analyzed samples from its drinking water supply wells from 1980 to the present. These
results were reviewed as part of the EA. None of the results indicate that Bowers
Landfill has impacted the city’s water supply.

One member of ACTION stated that the remedial investigation was conducted "in the
middle of the worst drought to affect this area in the past 60 years." He felt that these
conditions could have affected the results and conclusions of the RI.

U.S. EPA Response: Climatological data from the Circleville area does not support this
statement. Data from the National Weather Service in Columbus, Ohio, approximately 25
miles north of Bowers Landfill, indicate an average annual precipitation of approximately
36.97 inches. For the years 1985 through 1988, annual precipitation at Columbus was
38.67, 35.04, 26.70, and 36.57 inches, respectively. These data do not suggest extreme
drought conditions, and, with the exception of 1987, precipitation in the area near Bowers
Landfill was near average values.

The first round of ground-water, surface water, and sediment sampling was
conducted in February 1987; the second round was conducted in April and May 1987; and
the supplemental round was conducted in March 1988. None of these events occurred
following periods of abnormally low precipitation. The first round of sampling actually
followed a period of relatively high precipitation, as the landfill was flooded in December
1986. Additional information on precipitation and river stage data during sampling events
is presented in Drawings 3-15 and 3-16 of the RI report.

One resident asked why the ground-water study during remedial investigation was
confined to the site vicinity and did not study regional ground-water flow. Residents also
asked why the remedial investigation did not include (1) testing of wells south of Bowers
Landfill and (2) installation and testing of wells on the west side of the Scioto River.
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U.S. EPA Response: The RI was not strictly limited to studying the site. Off-site

residential wells,
, were sampled. Samples from these wells, as well as

samples from ground-water monitoring wells, showed very little contamination. As a
result, the monitoring well network was not extended south or west during the RI.

U.S. EPA will extend the monitoring well network as part of the remedial action
for Bowers Landfill. The extended network will include additional monitoring wells
south of the landfill, additional wells between the landfill and the Scioto River, and, if
necessary, additional wells west of the river.

One member of ACTION questioned a statement in the RI report about potential sources
of tetrachloroethene in an upgradient monitoring well.

U.S. EPA Response: Tetrachloroethene was found in two ground-water samples collected
from upgradient well W-12. Contaminants found in this well are not likely to have been
caused by the landfill. The RI report (page 5-8) speculated that the tetrachloroethene
found in these samples may have originated from equipment maintenance activities
associated with the nearby sand and gravel quarrying operations. Tetrachloroethene is a
common solvent and is widely used as a degreaser for metal machine parts.

One member of ACTION asked why the RI report did "not speculate what will happen to
groundwater flow and the contaminants the water contains should adjacent quarrying
operations reach below the water table as they have south of the site."

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA does not believe that quarrying activities near Bowers
Landfill are likely to affect regional ground-water flow. Quarrying activities are
continuing east and northeast of the site. At the time of the RI, these quarrying activities
had reached the water table northeast of the landfill. Potentiometric surface maps of the
upper aquifer indicate that flow is west toward the Scioto River, in spite of the quarrying
activities to the northeast.

Monitoring wells east and north of the landfill will be included in the long-term
ground-water monitoring program for Bowers Landfill. Water level measurements from
these and other wells in the monitoring network will detect any potential changes in
ground-water flow direction caused by future quarrying activities.

24



One member of ACTION asked why ground-water samples were not collected from
monitoring wells that exhibited elevated organic vapor readings in the well casings.

U.S. EPA Respounse: During the RI, a flame ionization detector (FID) was used to
measure organic vapor concentrations at the top of each well casing, prior to purging or
sampling the well. This procedure was used primarily to protect the health and safety of
workers sampling the wells.

Only one well, P-6B, showed elevated organic vapor readings. This well was
sampled in February 1987, April 1987, and March 1988. Only three organic compounds
were found during these sampling rounds: benzene (2 sampling rounds, maximum
concentration of 6 ug/L); acetone (2 sampling rounds, maximum concentration of 64
ug/L), and 2-methylnaphthalene (1 sampling round, maximum concentration of 2.8
ug/L).

One member of ACTION suggested that "background” samples for surface water and
sediment were collected from locations that could have been affected by runoff from the
landfill during heavy rains or flooding.

U.S. EPA Response: Background samples for surface water and sediment were collected
from the east side of the Scioto River, upstream of Bowers Landfill. Sample results from
these locations are not likely to have been influenced by the landfill. Surface water
samples were not collected during flooding, but at a time when water was flowing from
the background sampling location toward the landfill. Past floods could possibly have
carried contaminated soil from the landfill, contaminating sediments away from the
landfill. However, the background location would have been affected by this process only
if substantial back-mixing of flood waters (flow in the upstream direction) occurred.

U.S. EPA considers this unlikely.

During the remedial investigation, the Bowers Landfill Information Committee requested
that additional deep monitoring wells be installed to clarify ground-water flow direction
in the lower aquifer at the site.

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA responded to the information committee’s request and

required the installation and sampling of two additional deep wells (P-12B and P-13B).
These wells were installed in February 1988 and sampled in March 1988. Information
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from these two wells and other previously installed deep wells indicated that ground water
in the lower aquifer flows southwest from the landfill.

Endangerment Assessment Issues

Two members of ACTION asked why the endangerment assessment (EA) did not consider
previous sampling results from 1981. These comments focused on a 1981 study of Bowers
Landfill conducted by Burgess and Niple. Ground-water samples collected during this
study showed high levels of toluene, xylene, and ethylbenzene immediately downgradient
of the landfill. Commenters were concerned that inclusion of these results would greatly
affect the conclusions of the EA report.

U.S. EPA Response: As discussed on page 1-14 of the EA report, U.S. EPA did not
evaluate the Burgess and Niple data for two reasons. First, the data were collected 6 years
prior to the remedial investigation. While these data may represent past site conditions,
the RI data more accurately assess current site conditions. Second, U.S. EPA could not
assure the quality of the Burgess and Niple data.

Superfund endangerment assessments should be based only on validated sample
resuits. The Burgess and Niple results were not validated and were, in some cases,
contradictory. For example, samples collected from downgradient well MW-2 on July 17,
1981, showed high levels of ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylene when analyzed by gas
chromatography (GC). Concentrations of these three chemicals were 66.8, 43.4, and 27
mg/L, respectively. However, when the same samples were analyzed by a different
method, gas chromatography/mass spectroscopy (GC/MS), concentrations were much
lower. Ethylbenzene and toluene concentrations measured by GC/MS were 2.48 and 2.53
mg/L, respectively, or 15 to 25 times lower than the GC results. (Xylene was either not
measured, not detected by GC/MS, or not reported.

However, even if the EA had included the Burgess and Niple data, the conclusions
of this report would not have been affected. The data would still show a potential risk
from using ground water between the landfill and the Scioto River as a drinking water
supply. If the highest of Burgess and Niple's results were considered, risk levels would be
somewhat higher than those estimated in the EA. The hazard index, reflecting
noncarcinogenic risks, would increase from 1.04 to approximately 29. Worst-case
carcinogenic risks would increase from 9 x 10°¢ to 3 x 107>,
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An EA based on the Burgess and Niple results would still conclude that off-site
residential wells were unaffected by the landfill. Burgess and Niple sampled six private
wells south of Bowers Landfill shortly after high levels of ethylbenzene, toluene, and
xylene were found in on-site wells. The private well results showed no evidence of

contamination.

One member of ACTION wanted to know why U.S. EPA has compromised public safety
by allowing a cancer risk of 1 in 10,000 for the site, a level "up to 100 times greater risk
than that generally accepted.”

U.S. EPA Response: This question appears to be based on a misunderstanding of
information presented in the EA Report. U.S. EPA has not allowed a cancer risk of 1 in
10,000 for the site. The EA report stated that recent U.S. EPA guidance suggests that a
target range for carcinogenic risks of 1074 (1 cancer per 10,000 people exposed) to 1077 (1
cancer per 10 million people exposed) should be considered at Superfund sites. Within
this range, a risk of 10°¢ (1 cancer per ! million people exposed) is generally considered a
benchmark for determining whether site conditions pose a significant risk. However, U.S.
EPA policy is to evaluate risk levels at each Superfund site based on site-specific
conditions.

In the case of Bowers Landfill, the EA report estimated that worst case risks
(based on maximum contaminant concentrations and maximum exposure ievels) were
within the target range. Carcinogenic risks were estimated at 9 x 1078 for ingestion of
ground water adjacent to the site and 3 x 107¢ for ingestion of on-site soils. The remedial
alternative proposed for Bowers Landfill should eliminate cancer risks from ground-water
ingestion. By covering most contaminated soils, the alternative should reduce cancer risks
from soil ingestion to 4 x 1078,

One resident was concerned that while the EA report evaluated health effects of
individual chemicals, the report did not evaluate the effects of combinations of chemicals,
particularly synergistic effects.

U.S. EPA Response: Approximately 60 chemicals have been identified in samples
collected from various environmental media at Bowers Landfill. Because of this large
number, it is not possible to identify and characterize all possible interactions of these
chemicals, whether the interactions are synergistic, antagonistic, or otherwise. The EA
was conducted according to established U.S. EPA guidance. This guidance requires that
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was conducted according to established U.S. EPA guidance. This guidance requires that
when chemical interactions cannot be adequately characterized, additivity should be
assumed. That is, the combined effects of two chemicals should be estimated as the sum
of the individual effects of each chemical. The EA followed this procedure. For each
exposure route, the effects of exposure to multiple contaminants were estimated by
summing the risks for each individual contaminant.

One member of ACTION expressed concern that the endangerment assessment did not
consider the possibility "that flooding might distribute contaminants and contaminated soil
from the landfill."

U.S. EPA Response: Contaminants from Bowers Landfill, particularly those in site soils
and sediments, could be distributed to off-site areas by flooding. However, transport and
distribution of these contaminants by large volumes of floodwaters would greatly reduce
concentrations compared to on-site levels. Risks to human health and the environment
off-site would be correspondingly reduced compared to on-site risks.

The EA estimated on-site risks at relatively low levels, even under worst case
exposure conditions. Off-site risks, due to possible contaminant distribution by floods,
should be substantially less and well below levels of concern.

One member of ACTION stated that worst case exposure scenarios evaluated in the
endangerment assessment weren’t "really worst cases.”" Inhalation or ingestion of dusts
while farming the field next to the landfill and ingestion of water from ditches next to
the landfill were mentioned as specific concerns.

U.S. EPA Response: The EA evaluated human exposure to contaminants at or released
from Bowers Landfill under probable case and worst case conditions. Exposure scenarios
were developed to reflect exposure conditions that might reasonably be expected to occur
at or near Bowers Landfill. This was done to identify a realistic range of risks to human
health posed by the landfill. "Really worst cases” could be developed which would result
in greater exposures and larger estimated risks to human health than for the realistic worst
cases presented in the EA. However, such exposure scenarios are highly unlikely to
occur.

For example, extensive swimming in or lifetime ingestion of surface water from
on-site drainage ditches is theoretically possible. However, the ditches are shallow and
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filled with debris, conditions that make them unattractive as a swimming location or
drinking water source. Furthermore, the general public near the landfill is well aware
that the ditches are adjacent to a known hazardous waste site. Therefore, the theoretical
"really worst case" exposure is extremely unlikely. The infrequent and incidental exposure
to these waters, as presented in the EA, is a more realistic worst case exposure scenario.

As a second example, regular exposure to large volumes of contaminated dust
(generated by agricultural activities in the field west of Bowers Landfill) is theoretically
possible. Soils from this field contained lead concentrations above background levels.
The National Ambient Air Quality Standard for lead of 0.0015 mg/m3 represents a safe
fevel for the general population. However, the EA estimated that even if all agricuitural
land was contaminated at the highest observed lead concentration, a total dust
concentration of 15 mg of dust per cubic meter of air (mg/m"’) would be needed before
lead concentrations exceeded safe levels. It is highly unlikely that such dust
concentrations could be generated for any length of time, and agricultural workers would
be exposed only intermittently. Exposure of off-site populations would be even less
because dust concentrations would decrease during transport. Thus, as with surface
water, theoretical "really worst case” exposure to contaminated dusts is highly unlikely.

One member of ACTION asked why the endangerment assessment ignored the possibility-
of southward migration of ground-water contamination.

U.S. EPA Response: The EA stated that off-site residential wells or the City of
Circleville public water supply wells have probably not been affected by southward
migration of ground-water contamination from Bowers Landfill. However, the EA did
not ignore this possibility. Table 3-1 of the EA presents water quality sampling results
for Circleville’s water system. These results, collected between 1980 and 1987, show that
water from Circleville’s wells is of high quality and has not been affected by
contamination from the landfill. More recent and extensive data from 1988, unavailable
when the EA report was written, confirm this conclusion. Sampling results from
residential wells south of the landfill were also presented in the EA report. Samples
collected from these wells in February 1987 showed no evidence of contamination.

Other Issues

One member of ACTION wanted to know why the size of Bowers Landfill was listed as
80 acres in 1980, but only 12 acres in subsequent reports.
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U.S. EPA Respouse: The 12-acre figure refers to the area where wastes were deposited.
This L-shaped area, shown in various site drawings, is approximately 4,000 feet long and
125 feet wide. The 80-acre figure refers to the entire site area, including the landfill,
drainage ditch to the east, and the agricultural field to the west. This area will be
enclosed by a fence as part of the remedial action.

One member of the community expressed health concerns about "a higher than normal
incidence of sickness” near the landfill. Another member of the community asked
whether U.S. EPA "has done any studies to see if the incidence of cancer and leukemia in
the youth of Circleville is greater than in similarly sized towns elsewhere.”

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA has not conducted any epidemiological studies of this type
at Bowers Landfill. These studies are normally conducted by the Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR). Based on Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986, ATSDR is required to perform a health assessment at each
Superfund site. The health assessment is conducted independently of U.S. EPA’s EA and
is a preliminary evaluation of risks posed by the site. Depending on the results of this
assessment, ATSDR can conduct pilot studies of health effects for selected groups of
exposed individuals or a full-scale epidemiological study of exposed populations. ATSDR
maintains an office at U.S. EPA Region 5 headquarters in Chicago. Questions on
ATSDR’s role and on epidemiological studies should be directed to Louise Fabinski at that
office. She can be reached at (312) 353-8228.

REMAINING CONCERNS

U.S. EPA was unable to completely address several issues during remedial planning

activities associated with the Record of Decision. These issues and concerns are summarized

below.

Details of the ground-water monitoring program. U.S. EPA’s Record of Decision

provides details on several aspects of the ground-water monitoring program. These details
include approximate locations of new wells, the list of chemicals to be sampled, and the sampling
frequency. Additional details, including the exact number and locations of new wells and the

wells to be included in the ground-water monitoring program, will be developed during remedial

design.
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Response plan for detection of contaminants in monitoring wells. Concerns were raised
about the lack of a response plan if monitoring wells show increasing levels of contamination,
once the clay cap has been installed on Bowers Landfill. Major issues included the contaminant
levels that would trigger a response, the nature of the response, how quickly the response wouid
occur, and who would be technically and financially responsible for the response. U.S. EPA has
addressed these issues to the extent possible in the Record of Decision. Additional details will be
resolved during the detailed design of the site remedy.

Operation and maintenance plan for landfill cap. Several residents expressed concern
about procedures that will be used to ensure the integrity of the landfill cap. In the Record of
Decision, U.S. EPA has provided a general description of operation and maintenance
requirements for the cap. For example, the cap will be inspected quarterly, and repairs to all
significant damage will begin within 30 days. Additional specific details must be determined
after the cap is designed and constructed. Examples of such details include inspection methods
and reporting procedures.

Construction of a fence around Bowers Landfill. Residents requested that a fence around
the Bowers Landfill site, a component of the selected remedial alternative, be constructed as soon
as possible. U.S. EPA will construct the fence on a priority basis during remedial action.
However, the Agency cannot provide a specific schedule for fencing the site at this time.

Continuation of the Bowers Landfill Information Committee. Several residents requested
continuation of the information committee to facilitate citizen involvement in the RD/RA
process. U.S. EPA will continue the committee. However, the exact makeup of the committee
will depend on negotiations with the PRPs. The results of these negotiations will determine who
will be responsible for design and construction of the remedial alterative, and, thus, who will be
on the committee.
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APPENDIX A

WRITTEN COMMENTS ON
THE PROPOSED PLAN FOR
BOWERS LANDFILL



Comments Submitted at the
Public Meeting on
February 28, 1989
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Additional Written Comments
Submitted by Citizens
During the Public Comment Period



Memo Regarding Bower’s Landfill Cleanup
To: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
From: John Payne, Area Resident

1665 Winding Road, Circleville, Ohio 43113

My name is John Payne, and I live in Circleville Township approximately 1/2 mile
north of the City limits. The purpose of this letter is to state my feelings with
respect to the options available to the USEPA and the USEPA’s preferred option
for cleaning up the Bower’s Landfill Site.

The Circleville Herald recently reported the consideration by the U.S. EPA of nine
cleanup options for the Bower’s Site, and it also identified the option preferred by
the U.S. EPA. The purpose of the reporting was to make public notice of the issue
and of a public hearing to be held at 7 p.m. on February 28 in Circleville. I

respectfully request that you accept my comments as part of the record of the
February 28 meeting.

To respond to this issue and the cleanup options presented, I would like to begin by
focusing on the issues that appear to be realistically open to discussion. To do that,
I think it makes sense to eliminate options 2, 3, and 9 from consideration. These
options reportedly do not comply with Ohio’s landfill closure standards. I assume
there was a logical explanation for including these options, but from a practical
standpoint it does not make sense to discuss them. Option 1 is automatically
eliminated as it is provided only as a basis of comparison.

The remaining options to be considered are numbers 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. Within these

options, the following matters appear to be the major differences which deserve
further exploration:

s Cost

s Covering

s Drainage

=« Flood Control.

I assume the issue of cost is very difficult to isolate. After all, I do not believe that
we have had a great deal of experience in actually cleaning up hazardous waste sites
as opposed to studying them. I am suggesting simply that cost should only be
considered in a very general nature until evidence is presented which justifies more
confidence in the numbers. ~
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The choice of a covering mechanism essentially consists of two options: 1. A 24
inch clay cover under a 24 inch layer of top soil, or 2. The same as the first option
except a synthetic membrane is installed over the clay and under the top soil. The
US. EPA prefers the clay cover only option. I believe that the fact that the
synthetic membrane option exists suggests that it is a safer, more effective method
for covering the site. Therefore, without consideration of cost, the preferred option
for area residents is simple - install the membrane cover.

Drainage options range from a simple drainage ditch with a new corrugated metal
pipe to a leachate collection and gas venting system. The drainage pipe option
should undoubtedly be much less expensive. This is the option preferred by the U.S.
EPA. However, several questions are raised by the simple availability of the other
options. First, where will the drainage ditch take the runoff? Daoes it matter? Next,
what is the cost estimate for correcting a problem ten years or so from now if the gas
collection problem becomes serious? What are the possible health consequences to
the City? Finally, in what circumstances have gas venting and leachate collection
systems been recommended and how do those circumstances differ from the
Bower’s Site? Again, the option most wanted by Circleville area residents is simple
- construct the most sophisticated drainage system possible.

The flood control issue pertains mostly to the decision of whether or not to build a
dike to protect the site from the Scioto River. The U.S. EPA does not prefer this.
Building a dike would increase the cost of the cleanup considerably. Again,
however, the fact that this option exists suggests that the construction of a dike
improves the cleanup to some degree. Once again, without consideration of costs,
the preferred option for area residents ought to be to build the dike.

It is apparent that the U.S. EPA has opted to recommend a cleanup procedure that
meets the minimum standards allowed by the Superfund law and costs the least to
impiement. This indicates to me that their primary decision point is money, which is
the least important consideration (I hope) for area residents. This difference
probably encapsulates the conflict that I believe will exist at tonight’s meeting.

Moving away from what appear to be the readily apparent discussion points, I would
like to make some comments about my desires for the final option selected. First,
with respect to the notice in the Herald, it is stated that, "Most contaminants were
detected at levels considered safe...." This evokes the obvious questions concerning
who did the testing and, more importantly, which chemicals were found to be
unsafe. In addition to that rather frightening statement, the notice asserts that, "The
endangerment assessment indicated that the overall risk posed by the site is low." [t
goes on to say, "The landfill does pose a threat of future contaminant release.”
These statements concern me.

[§9]
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[ assume the more extensive the cleanup operation is, the lower the risk. If the EPA
is asking what level of risk we are comfortable with, the answer is, of course, the
least possible. I also assume that the threat of future contaminant release is
lessened with each additional cleanup measure adopted. Again, we are naturally
most comfortable with the cleanup option that leaves us with the least threat
possible. This logic should prevail among Circleville area residents, and it sort of
begs the question of why we are having a hearing process at all. Are we to believe
this is a genuine opportunity to change the EPA’s position?

Just in case the EPA is listening, I would like to put this situation in a more personal
perspective. First, my wife and son drink Circleville water (at school, stores, etc.).
The value of their health to me is higher than the value of all the other alternatives
the U.S. government could spend our tax dollars on. When my son takes a drink at
school, am I supposed to be comforted by knowing that the chances of the water
being lethal are low? On a more selfish matter, the value of my house is very
important to my family as well. When I try to sell my house, am I supposed to tell

prospective buyers that our neighborhood Superfund site only poses a low threat of
contaminant release?

Naturally Circleville area residents are far more concerned about their local
environment than with the economies of cleaning up such an extensive site. This
does not mean we do not understand the many other demands being made for
federal money. It simply means that we expect the health and welfare of decent,
taxpaying citizens to come first. I believe that the EPA’s rightful job at this point is
to cleanup the Bower’s site to the best of its ability, notwithstanding cost. Then the
EPA should pursue settlements from the potentially responsible parties involved in
this matter with great tenacity. The threat created by the EPA’s enforcement
activity on the financial health of local companies and area employment is
diminimous compared to the threat the site poses to our health and lifestyles.

To close this letter, I would like to state, in general terms, my position as just one
citizen in the Circleville area. First, I believe that the technical discussions that will
take place at the February 28th public meeting regarding types of chemicals, soil
content, etc. are moot. We know the Bower’s Landfill Site is horrible simply by its
status as a Superfund Site. I do not see how the degree of horror is pertinent.
Second, I would suggest to area residents and our elected officials that this is a time
for activism, not conservatism. We have an opportunity to take care of this problem
the correct way, to better ensure that our grandchildren and their grandchildren do

not die horrible toxic related deaths, and to better ensure that our community
continues to thrive.



It is time for all ordinary citizens to stand up and fight. It is not what we ought to
do; it is what we have to do. We must push for the most comprehensive cleanup
possible. As a person like many others in this area who loves Circleviile, the truth
behind this issue tears at my heart - allow the Bower’s Landfill Site to show
dangerous levels of leakage in the future, and Circleville will die compietely, not
partially.

—_ —
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Jeorgette Nelms
USEPA 4gion 2

230 South Dearborn
Chicago,Ill. 60604

Dear Ms Nelms,

Because I have lived in the area called Bowers Landfill before
any dumping began, I am greatly concurned about cleah up being done
correctly for protection of the people in the Pickaway County area.

District Soil and Water representative Mark Scarpitti presented valid
conflicting evidence about groundwater flow off-site. The EPA did
not study groundwater flow butaside the immediate area of the site and
could be making a serious inaccurate assumption about potential risks
to our water supply.

Montoring wells should be installed between the site and city wells.
Previous testing at the site showed high levels of contaminats in
leachate and groundwater in 1980 and 1981.

EPA has not de#illed into this site to determine the location of
wastes but is proposing a remedy to contain something. This site
floods frequently which presents great potential for contaminant
migration since its clesure im 1968. EPA should require testing
further out from the site until contaminats are located if not
located at the initial test sites.

If no further testing is going to be conducted at least a flaod-
protection dike should be installed.

Since EPA admits that if Bowers Landfill had operated after new
laws had been put into effect it would be subject to stricter
cleanup requirements wiyy not use these new requirements on your
own to protect the drinking water of the people in Circlevillg?
If our local and state heaiih departments had done their job '
starting in 1958 the recent testing and further testing would not
be necessary now. Please do a complete job BOW!

Sincerely,




Ms. Ceoxrgetta Nelms
USEPA Rogion 5

230 Sout marbom
Chicago, I11. 60604
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GFWC CIRCLEVILLE JUNIOR WOMEN'S CLUB
CONSERVATION COMMITTEE

March 12, 1489

Jear Ms. Neims,

Please take note that as a member of the Circleville Ohio
community, I am very coqcerned about the proposal for the
contiinment of the Bowers Landfill. I have worked with a number
of the people who live close to the landfill and they all have
notning good to say about the area. They also seem to have a
nizher than normal incidence of sickness. If this is due
directly to the landfill I cannot say for certain tut
from what I have read on the topic, you do not know that it is
not making them more at risk,

I urge you to do everything in your power to make the
clean-up of the sight, the toughest possible. 1In the long
run, it will be cheaper to do it now than to have to pay
to do it again later., It will also ve cheaper do the best possible
job now, then it will be to pay for the medical bills incurred
down the road from the residents.

This is the only America we havé and to destroy it by
careless dumping and then to not take every . measure to correct

our mistake is really stupid. 'YWhat are we leaving our children

if they can't drink the water?




Y]

Georgette Neims
USETA Region 5
230 South Dearborn

Chicago, IL 60604
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JOHN E. BOWERS
ATTORNEY AT LAW

233 NORTH COURT STREET
CIRCLEVILLE, OHIO 43113

(614) 477.1361}

March 13, 1989

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ATTN: Mr. David Wilson (S5HS-11)
Remedial and Enforcement Response Branch
230 South Dearborn

Chicago, Illinois 60604

Re: Bowers Landfill site, Pickaway
County, Ohio

Dear Mr. Wilson:

The following comment is submitted regarding proposed plan
and feasibility study for the above referenced site:

The proposed plan fails to address the fact that a large
diameter natural gas transmission line crosses the northeast
corner of the site. This line is owned by Columbia Gas
Transmission Corp. and is designated as Line A-120. A map
indicating the location of this line is attached hereto.

Please contact me if you wish to discuss this matter further.

Yours truly,

John E. Bowers
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Telefax

Georgetts Nelms March 15, 1989
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region 5

Qffice of Public Affairs (5PA-14)

230 South Dearborn Street’

Chicago, IL 60604

Dear Georgette:

The EPA studies of the Bowers hazardous landfill site have dealt almost
exclusively with the groundwater flow at the site and have failed to account
for the likely event a good portion of the chemicals have moved offsite.

Due to the frequent flooding of the area and due the porous nature of
substratum below the dump, ie. gravel and sand, there is a high probability
that large amounts of the toxics moved offsite years ago. Since the
contaminants have a half life of hundrede of years and are not dilutable in
water,they still exist., Additionally, these chemicals tend to bind to one
another in a "plug of concentration". Where is the Bowers landfill plug of
concentration? '

The cleanup plan addresses the original dump site only and does not safeguard
the city of Circleville's water supply from this plug of concentration.

It is a mistake to consider a treatment of the original site as a solution.
Circleville water wells must be safeguarded with a ring of monitoring wells
around the city well fields.and constant analysis of the pumped water.
Without these safeguards, the physical and economic health of Circleville

is in jeopardy.
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Georgette Nelms >,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 5 T

Office of Public Affairs (5PA-14)
230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, IL 60604
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Comments from ACTION
(a Local Environmental Group)




e

ACTIVISTS CONCERNED WITH TOXICS IN OUR NEIGHABORHOODS
111 Island Road, circlaville, Qhio 43113

office Hours: Wednesday 9 a.m. - 2 p.m.
Office Phone; 1-614-474-1240
hecordaphone will answer at othar times.

TOs+ Erin Moran, Project Director, USEPA Regign 5

FPROMs Gary L. Gillen, M.D.

ACTION Representative on the Bowers Landfill Community Information
Committee ‘

INREs Bowers Landfill Superfund Site

Commenta on the Remedial Investigation Report Dated 11-18-87
and Endangerment Assessment Draft Final Report

DATE:s January 6§, 1988

The tone of the discussion of the 1981 Burgess and Niple report strikes
me as unusual. The diacussion questions the validity of the findings in
the Burgess and Niple report and discussed the deteriorated condition of
the wells that were drilled in 1981. I have several reactions to that
discussion. Burgess and Niple is known to me as a generally well respected
engineering firm which Circleville City has used for their water testing.
It it% that ‘easy to question the results of a well respected firm in a
study, how easy will it be to bring in queation the results of the Dames
and Moore report in 5 or 6 years? If all that is required is spending
3 or 4 times the monay t0 do that, then we are looking at going through all
this again in the 1990's at a cost of 1 or 2 million dollars to throw out
much of what is found today. Being a generally respected firm, I also
assume that Burgess and Niple took some kind of .precautions that the
Qeus‘they drilled were well constructed and secure to protect
their reputation and our groundwater. The condition of those wells as
described in the Dames and Moore report is appalling. Either their
precautions were inadequate, or they were constructed in an irresponsible
fashion. How do Dames and Moore's precautions compare in the construction
of the new wella? How quickly will history repeat itself? Why.should
we not believe that elevated readings of organic vapors found in those wells
represent a serious contamination problem? The water from thoase wells with
the elevated readings was not tested.
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Jur other major observation about the Remedial Invesatigation is that -
well placement and groundwater flow have combined to perhaps miss major
areas of' contamination of the groundwater.

~

Flow in the deeper aquifer was
found to be close to straight south, but there are no sampling wells in

the deeper aquifer south of the north-south leg of the landfill. This
observation also has impact on the endangearment assessment in that the one
route which will expose largse numbers of people to a contaminant release
is to the south where the city of Circleville has its well field 14 miles
from the landfill. Thia potential exposure is minimized in the endanger= -
ment assessment in spite of the fact that no sampling was done in that
'direction and flow rates are given that would place any contamipants as
far as + to 2/3 of a mile south of the landfill.,

‘e believe that background contamination of the Scioto River sediment
probably is very bad as found in the Remedial Investigation report because
of many years of pollution of the river by waste disposal practices within °*
the city of Columbus. However, the samples done for background are cloas
enouch to the landfill that they could have been affected by run-off from
the landfill during very heavy rains or flooding.

‘e offer the following criticisms of the Endangerment Assessment
having already noted that we believe that insufficient weight is given .
to possible southward migration of contaminants in the groundwater to the
Circleville well fleld in the deeper aquifer.
scenurios"” cited aren't really worst cases.
some

v
a
-

Some of the “"wqorst case

For example, the report cites
studies of pica in children as the heaviest possible exposure by

ingestion of soils, but having done some field cultivating myself, I .
would be reasonably sure that farming the land at the landfill could
easily result in greater than 0.6 gm ingestion depending on wind speed
and direction. The scenarios given also don‘'t review the possibility

of a concentrated exposure over time that might occur if a seepage

wduld occur into the drainage ditch and a child spent some time wading,
awimming in, and drinking from it. Given a sudden release of material
during the frequent flooding cited, what would be the resulting exposure
to areas also flooded downstream such as Circleville's well field?

The tndangerment Assessment does not address what changes might occur
at the site due to graveling operations. These are occuring adjacent to |
the site and could cause changes in the_groundwater movement if large :
quantities of gravel are removed.

—— s B i e w——
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The section of the report on cancer risks gives a "target range* of ‘7
10"“ to 10'7 as flgures for risk of additiounal cancers.  hey try to

: hedge by saying that these arce rot intended to be “accuplable lavels"™,

but if clean~up is to these levels they will have to Le accepted as

the result of clean-up. As I understand

these discussiony, the "target
range" of 10~

is up to 100 times greater than that "generally accepted".

In summary, we find the following:

1. Yle find some difficulties with the Remedial lnvestigation if

additional testing is not done to the south of the landfill in the deep aquifer
‘ 2. Ae find that inadequate explanations are offered for
discrepancies between present test results and earlier testing done at

the :‘.it&:.

3. lackground levels of sediment contamination may have been
affecled by contaminants from the landfill.

L, Vle find the “target range" for risk of cancer to be higher
than we would consider acceptable.

"¢ would respectfully request that consideration be given to additional

deep »ells near to the site and at a distance to confirm the hypothesis
that contamination has not migrated in a southern direction toward the
area

of potentially greatest exposure to the nearby population.

"¢ would also request that sampling continue before and during the
feasibility Study and any proposed clean-up to protect the surrounding
area fromn any migrating contaminants not identified in the initial
cxamination since it differs dramatically from earlier studies at the site.

Lastly, we request that in addition to the public question/answer
weatlng that there be a public written formal comment period of 90 days.
e .ar.e nware that public written formal comments have been allowed at
other cites., At Stringfellow in California the Feasibility Study began
durings the written comment period for the Remedial Investigation. The
residents of Pickaway County will be most affected by and have to live
with what results from the Remedial Investigation and should have the
ooportunity to submit their comments to be part of the formal record.  °
It is too late to,éxpect citizens to comment on the Remedial Investigation
aftor the Feasibility 3tudy. If citizens' comments are given serious
ronsidrration, then they should be welcomed when they are the most relevant
at each phase of the Superfund process.

2

-3
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ACTIVIET8 CONCERNED WITH TOXICS IN QUR NEIGHEORHOODS
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TO: Erin Moran, Project Director, USEPA Region S

FROM: Gary L. Gillen, M.D.
ACTION Represerntative on the Bowers Landfill Communaity
Information Committee
William A. Myers, M.D., ACTION Alterrate Repressntative
IN RE: Bowers Landfill Superfund Site

Comments on the Remedial Irvestigaticrs Report Dated 4-28-88
and Endangermeant Rssessment Final Report

‘DATE: June 2, 1988

We continue toc be overwhelmed by the procass of svaluating ard
reviewing a Superfund site. Gur presert system relies or "adversaries" who
argue cpposing points of view. Each has the objective of "winning” their
argument or obtaining a compromise that will come close to what they want to
accomplish. Sometimes the objective 1s simply to prevert the "other side”
from winning. An ideal system would fird irndustry interested in identifying
problems before they cause trouble arnd taking care of them before anyone gets,
hurt. A good system would have arn i1mpartial goverrment agency that would
identify a problam and see to it that those resporsible for the problem did
their best to take care of it., Inrstead, wa have had a system in which
industry has to avoid taking ary resporsibility for a problem so they are not
put at an econamic disadvantage or risk getting sued for admitting
responsibility. The regulators have so far felt a responsibility in
protacting the identified industries (potentially resporasible parties) from
unrecessary financial harm bacause of the urnjustified fears of an
“hysterical" public. 80 we have the ludicrous situation of citizens being
forced to become experts in their local areas in order to adequately oversee
the regulators ovearseeing the responsible parties. We ocught to all be most
interested in seeing that our variocus cammunity problame are solved Quickly
and completely. We have many nmore interesting ways that we could spend this
time than reviewing the 1% inches of documents sc far gererated or spending
over 2 hours on the phone with various experts who doriate their time for our

benefit. There is ro better way we could sperd that time for the benefit of
our community though.

We were gratified that additiocral wells were placed in the deep aquifer
as we had suggested. We remain skeptical about the location and extent of
samplirg because of the apparent disparity irn findings betwean the presernt
study and earlier onas which had indicated heavier contamination than nas
beerr fcund in the present study. We remain urumpressed with the argumenrt
that praevious studies' results should somehow be ignored because of possible
inadequate qQquality control. The compourds (mixed xylenes, tolusne,
ethylbenzene) that were found in those studies in significant amounts are not
ones that would likely be due tc lab error or external contamination. The
previous results would seriously change the results of the Endangerment
Asgessment. Our consultants alsc reviewed the data used to determine the
direction of groundwater flow. The data are not totally convincing that the
flow is definitely to the west. The water levels ard wells are close encugh
to esach other to make it difficult to say. The additioral work plan stated
there would be three additional wells drilled intc the deep aquifer. Only
two ware done with no explanation. Rs we have previcusly suggested, wells
further from the site could be helpful in that regard.

Chapter S of the Remedial Irvestigaticn (RI) rotes that
tetrachlorcethene might be related tc activities at the sand ard gravel
quarryirng operation adjacent to the landfill. Sirnce 1t 1s a solvent
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generally used in dry cleaning clothing and irndustrial applications, we doubt
that 1t would likely occur about sand and gravel quarryirg unless they were
axperimentaing with dry cleaning the gravel. Such commerts avd logic cause
orne to pause and ponder the real motive of those doing the evaluating.

wWa rnote that this draft of the report states that extensive sand and
gravel quarrying does occur sbout the site. The report alec speculates that
those exposed areas of high water permeability may aid in creating part of
the hydraulic pressure moving the groundwater to the wast.  The report does
not speculate what will happen to groundwater flow ard the contaminarts the

water contains should those quarrying coperaticns reach below the water table
as they have at locations scuth of the site.

The RI states in Chapter 2 that the threat to the Circleville well
fields 1s probably very slight because the sand and gravel at the site is
very permeable and relatively unconfined, vet we are told that the Sciota
River acts as a barrier to westward migratiorn of contamirnants because the

grourdwater discharges uphill intc the river from the groundwater 20-68 feset
down. That sounds far-~fetched.

The repgort continues to documerit very well that the landfill
frequertly and further that the "clay layer"” urder the landfill might slow
movemerit 1nto the groundwater, but we still have very little comment about
how that flooding might distribute contamirants and contaminated scoil from
the lardfill. The Erdangerment Assessmert alsc gives little space to that
Questicrn — sven though, whatever 1s done to the site, it is safe to say that

it will continue to be flooded very fresquartly after some r.m-dy is performed
on the site.

is flocoded

We found it very interesting that the Erndangerment Assessment made a
table of proposed scenarios of impact of cur site of present and future
dangers. Of the 1@ scenarics sited, 7 were cited as possible dangers to
"recreational users” of the site. The RI documerted use of the site by
fishermen and users of all-terrain vehicles. We have stated on numercous
occaslorne since 1984 that the landfill should have a fence around it. A
sinple fence arcund 12 acres in 13984 would have reduced all of those
exposures and future exposures to cnly those who were intent on being exposed
at far less cost than a small fraction of what this study has cost so far.
Now we have a study that we still have trouble with, and all those sxposures
are sti1ll contirwing. We propcocse that the single most cost—-effective
procedure that could have been dorne tc reduce past and future exposures to

contaminants in the landfill would be to limit recreational use of the area
by means of a fence.

we will continue to request that provisiors be made to test nearby

water wells, including those for the city of Circleville, on a regular basis
for appropriate contaminants and that said testing should occur quarterly.

We alsc understand that at other Superfund sites requirements of safe “clean-
up” have been defined at the poirit of exposure. We will have great .
difficulty with any plan which proposes tc achieve “relevant and appropriate
requirements” by a mathematical formula at the Circleville well fields or
nearby wells.

v In summary, we find the RI and Erdangerment Assessmant flawed,
inadequate and unacceptable by the cortinued attempts to make the results fit
what the regulators and respornsible parties warnt tc do or not do to the site,
by arn attempt to minimize major problems thwartirg clean—up at the site
pecause they don't know what tco do about it, by ar attempt to minimize
Cazarde te owavend fragnterarg local residents, arnd by ar attempt to minimize

6 [>[3¥
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problems’ to avoid putting tod much eccarcmic stress
parties, We have many of these same corcerrns, but
around these areas will conly reduce cur ability tc sclve the problems at the
site tc the best of cur abilitaies. That could hurt cur community, our
industries, and our legacy to future gernerations.

o the responsible
attempting to tiptoe

These written remarks are to be published with the Final Remedial
Investigation report as agreed upon oy Ms. Jernrafer Hall, USEFPA Region S.

cc: Valdus RAdamkus, USEPR Region 5
Richard Shank, OEPA Director
Governor Richard Celeste
Serator Frank R. Lautenberg
Attorrey Gereral Anthory Celebrezze, Jr.
Pickaway County Commissioners
Stephen Lester, CCHW

Rep. Mike Dewire

Seriatcor Jan Long

Rep. Mike Shoemaker

Mayor Mike Logan

Sernator John Glenn
Senator Howard Metzenbaum
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FRESS RELEASE - EBowers Larndfill Superfurnd Site Eublic Meeting
Wedrnesday, Sept. 14, 1388, 7 p.w., Circleville High Schcol Cafeteria
Contact: ACTION, 474-124@03; Spokesperscons: Faul Turrer, 383-2173 and
Gary L. Gillen, M.D., 474-2126 or 474-AB18 cr 474-5303

We find the Remedial Irnvestigatiorn (RI) and Endangerment
Assessment flawed, inadequate, and unacceptable by the contirnued
attempts to make the results fit what the regulators amd resporsible
parties want to do or rnaot do to the site, by ar attempt teo mirimize
major problems thwarting clearn—up at the site because they don't Lriow
what to do abcocut it, by an attempt to miviimize hazards to aveoid
frighterirng local residents, and by arn attempt to mirimize problems ta
avoid puttivg toc much ecoricmic stress on the respornsible parties. The

frllowing are examples of the flawed lagic contairned in the twa
repgcrtg:

1. We remain unimpressed with the argumernt that previcus studies'
results (OEPA ir 138@ and Burgess & Niple in 1381) should scmehocw be
igriered because of possible i1nadegquate auality contral. The compournds
(mixed xylenes, toluene, ethylberizere) that were fourd in those studies
in significant amounts are not ones that would likely be due to lab
error or exterrnal contamirnation.

<. Since tetrachlorcethene is a scolvent used in dry cleaning
clathivng and irndustrial applications, we doubt that it waould ccour in
the adjacent sand arnd gravel guarrying as Chapter S of the RI states
urless they were experimentirg with dry cleaning the gravel.

3. The repcrts do not speculate what will happen to groundwater

flow and the contamiviants the water contairns should adjacent quarrvyirng
cperations reach below the water table as they have scuth of the site.

4, The data are rnot totally convincing that the groundwater flaw
is definitely to the west since water levels and wells are close eriough
to each other to make it difficult to say. As we have previocusly
suggested, wells further from the site could be helpful in that regard.

S. In Chapter 2 of the RI we are told that the Scicto River acts
as a barvrier tco westward migraticon of contamiviants because the
oroundwater discharges uphill into the river fram the groundwater ZQ@-€@
feet down, That scunds far-—-fetched.

6. Both reports document very well that the larndfill floods
frequently but rneither addresses how that flooding might distribute
cocntaminants and comtaminated scil from the lardfill,

7. Of the 1@ present and future dangers sited, 7 were sited as
possible dangers to "recreatiocrial users” of the site (fishermen ard
all-terrain vehicles). We have stated on riumercus cccasicons since 1984
that the landfill should have a fernce araurd it for this reason. The
sirgle most cost-effective procedure that could have been dorne to
reduce past and future exposures to contamirants in the landfill would
be to limit recreational use of the area by means of a ferce. A castly
inadequate study was certainly riot necessary to determive this.

In cenclusior, such comments and "leogicd cause us to pause and
ponder the real motives of those doirg the evaluating. It appears we
have a system in which the regulators feel a responsibility to protect
the responsible parties from the unjustified fears of an "hysterical”
public. So we have the ludicrous situation of citizens being forced to
beccne experts in their local areas in crder to adequately cversee the
regqulators coverseeirng the responsible parties. To tiptoe arcund
obvious areas of concern will only reduce cur ability to sclve the
proablems at the site to the best of cur abilities. That could hurt

oy
community, ouwr industries, and cur lenacy to

future pevieraticons.

¢
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111 Island Road, Circlevalle, Onio «3113 4741240
TO: Erin Morar, Froject Director, USEFA Region S
FROM: Gary L. Gilleri, M.D.

ACTION Represerntative on the bowers Landfill
Community Information Committee

IN RE: Bowers Landfill Superfurd Site
Comments on the Feasibility Study, Secornd Draft Report
Dated August 19, 1988 '

'

DRTE: November 2, 1988

Our comments orn the second draft of, the Feasibility Study should
not be taken to imply that we have accepted the findings of the
Remedial Investigation ard Erndarngermerit Assessmernt. We continue to
find those reports sericusly flawed in two main areas. First, the
findirngs are significantly different firom work dore earlier at the site
by Burgess & Niple and by Ohiz EFA without any adequate explanation, I
can suggest two possibilities that are at least as good as those given.
There may have been significant leaching of contaminants into the
groundwater at the time of the earlier studies which was quiet at the
time of the present study due to lucal hydrogeclogic factors related to
the recent two year drought conditions, or the earlier findings wmight
have been related to a migrating plume ~f cantaminants that has now
moved off-site. Secondly, one carncot determine that grourndwater flow
from the site is only to the west without additional studies aff-site
to deternire whether groundwater flow on the west barnk of the Scioto
River might be coming east to combire with material from the site and
ther, follow the river flow to the scuth toward the city well fields.
Attached to my statement is a letter from Mark Scarpitti of our
District Soil and Water Conservation Office confirming that others with
training in soil and water agree that these are valid concerns not
addressed in the Remedial Irnvestigaticr. Specifically, Stanley Norris!
report on the groundwater situation in the Circleville area (6)
veri1fies that a southerly flow could cccur 1n this area.

In regard to the Feasibility Study, Second Draft, presented to
s, 1t appears that once again, as has happeried frequently across the
country, the contractor ard the EPA are choosing a “"containment" method
for our site everi though the law as revised 1n 1384 riow requires the
CPA to prefer permanent remedies for sites. A recent report by
traditiorial envirconmental groups and the Hazardous Waste Treatmernt
Council (1) examined 7% records of decision (ROD's) produced by EPA in
1987 and found that full waste treatmert was rrecommended in only 6
cases, partial treatment was recommerded 1n 18, and no treatment at all
was recommended in 51 cases or €8% of the sites. They recommended a
clay or asphalt cap for some, a slurry wall to contain some, or
excavating the wastes and reburying them i1n ancther landfill creating a
toxic merry-go-round for others. We find that the present document
defines contairment with evers less structure (j.e., to "maintain the
cover" and use rocks to "stabilize" she landfill from washing away from
frequent flooding). The traditional clay cap or plastic cover are
dispensed with as not “cust effective". This i1s interesting, because
wunder SARA, cost effective received a new defivtaiorn. Cost effectivg
is defined now as that "in determining the appraopriate level of
cleanup, the President (throuwugh his agency, the CFA) first determines
the appropriate level of ernvironmertal protection to be achieved and
ther selects a cost effective means of achieviny that good®. If
cuntainment is the appropriate level of protection determined for our
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si1te, and floodirng is the major exterrnal scurce of water washing out
the landfill, then the minimum contairment method would have to protect
the site from flooding. Only the proposed flood dike would do that of

the methods examined which was eliminated because 1t was not cost
effective for our site.

In their review of 100 Superfund sites, the Office of Techrology
Assessment published a summary report 1n June, 1388, (5) which was
critical of EPAR's frequent use of unproven techrologies. The proposal
toc maintain the present cover on the landfill as a corntainment method
1S ore such unproven technology. I wmust admit some discomfort in
bringing up the point because the only other proposals for cover
involve a clay cap or a plastic cap. bBoth of those have been proven to
fail to permanently contain at sites where they have been used. I
described this Feasibility Study proposal tc Dr. Peter Montague, an
expert in hazardous waste sites all aover the country. He belisves this
sounds like & variation of several propasals happerning at some sites
which has been described as "natural flushing®. He thought this
proposal 1s the equivalent of doirng rothing while waitirng for rainfall
and floods to flush the contamirants intc the surface and groundwater.
Sco, the proposal is not ever a cuntairment method, but a treatment
method apparently designed to reduce some contaminants at the site by
washing them away to parts urikrniown. In a 1361 study (7), the U.S.
FPublic Health Service is critical of the cuncept that diluting
groundwater will reduce concentrations. They rote that often chemicals
will migrate in groundwater without charnging concentration as can
happen in surface water. Some can even coricentrate under certain
circumstances. The cost estimates alsc do not take into account the

patential for astronomical increases when these impermarent remedies
everntually fail (3).

The proposal for ﬁonitoring wells 1s 1rnadequate with no provision
for wells further off-gsite and with no provision for determining when,
where, and how any action might coccur as a result of the monitoring or
who might be responsible for the costs of further actiun at the site
when a failure is documented. Further, there i1s rno definition of what
levels of which chemicals might be 1derti1filed as a reason for further
acticon, Will we go through more studies to determine a next step? The
EPA has previously accepted such proposals for monitoring a site to
detect a "failure" without defining what a failure 15 (S). We should
not repeat that mistake.

We are pleased to see a praposal for site restriction which
includes a fence as we have recommended since 1984, 1 suspect it will
be at least 1990 before that ferice exists at the site. That is
unfortunate, especially for those who uriknowirgly wander on—-site.

In the past, EPAR has pushed most records of decision to meet
their annual report deadlines which has led to pzor cleanup decisions
(S). We do rot want to be arncther poor decision statistic. If this
Feasibility Study is approved without changes, we request that the 39
day public review and comment pericod ccocurs after the busy holiday
seaszon (after the first of the year). We expect osur written comments

‘to be published with the firial Feasibility Study as they were with the
Remedial Invrstigation.,

WERE:
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cc: Valdus RAdamkus, USEFA Region S Rep. Mike Dewine

Richard Shark, 0OEPR Director Senator Jan Long

Governor Richard Celeste Rep. Mike Shoemaker

Senator Frank Lautenberg Mayor Mike Logan

Attorrey General Anthory Celebrezze, Jr. Seratcor John Glern

Pickaway County Commissioconers Peter Montague

Stepher Laester, CCHW Joel Hirschorn, OTRA

Lee Thomas, USEPA John Adhkins

Sernator Howard Metzeribaum - Mark Scarpaitti
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7@\ United States Soil
Department of Conaervation
Agriculture Service

Dr. Gary Gillen

Action Rep. Bowers Landfill ;
111 Island Road .

Circleville, Ohio, 43113

October 25, 1988
Dear Dr. Gillen, o

I attended the Ohioc EPA Remedial Investigation public
information meeting of the Bowers landfill on Sept. 14, 1888.

At that meeting the engineer representing EPA astated that
according to their study, the ground water in the vicinity of
the landfill on the east aide of the Scioto River flowed from
east to west or toward the river. 1t was emphasized that
groundwater generally flows downhill. The concluaion was
drawn that any posasible seepage from the Bowerslandfill would
also flow toward the river and would therefore pose no threat
of contamination to municipal water supplies. The municipal
wells are located approximately 1.5 miles south (downstream)
of the landfill adjacent to the Scioto Rivqr.

When I ask him if it was logical to aasume that groundwater
weat of the Scioto River flowed east toward the river, he
stated it was possible but that no study of groundwater
mavement had been conductad west of the river.

I asked him further i{f groundwater on each side of the river
were in fact moving from the uplands to the river (downhill)
wouldn“t it be likely that the water would meet at the river
and turn asouth or downstream. He atated that it was possible
but the groundwater movement was naot studied to that degree.

Since that meeting I have tried to research the assertion
that the groundwater in the Circleville area does move from
the uplands to the floodplain toward the Scioto River. And
that as it approaches the river it turns in a southerly
direction with the flow of the river.

1 have been in contact with the Uhio Department of Natural
Resources, Division of Water, Section of Ground Water. They
indicated that it is common for the ground water to generally
follow surface water unless restricted by some impervious
layer. And that it is likely that the ground water does move
toward the river. They indicated it is also likely that some
of the ground water surfaces at the river while the other

portion remains in the gravel aquitfer under the riverbed and
moves par.llel with the river.

Uniied Siates Deganment ol Agricultuie

The Soi Conservation Service [ 3 lm}
0' 18 8 agency of ihe \\ j



They referred me to several publications concerning the
ground water flow in the Scioto River basin. One such study
from the Ohioc Department of Natural Resources, Division of
Geological Survey ia Report of Investigations No. 98. "The
Ground-Water B8ituation in the Circleville Area, Pickaway
County, S8cuth-Central Ohic". This report was written in 1976
by Stanley E. Norris. Hydrologist as a result of a study
conducted of the ground water supply in the Circleville area.
In this report Mr. Norris speaks of the principal source of
recharge into the aquifer in the area of Circleville;

"The principal source of recharge to the aquifer
supplying the industrial wells is precipitation. Some
precipitation enters the aquifer within the area
underlain by the cone of depreasion, but most enters
upgradient from the cone and flows into it in response
to the regional gradient. Generally the potentiometric
aurface in the Circleville area is higher in upland
areas. Consesguently, ground water moves from the uplands
toward the 8S8cioto River valley. Thia component of

rechargs, moving in response to the regional gradient,
ia referred to here am undertflaow.

Where the sand and gravel deposits are =meparated by a
semioconfining bed, water from precipitation reaches the
wells after moving downward through the semiconfining
bed. Or, water may enter the lower aquifer direotly in
areas where the semiconfining bed is abaent and move
laterally bensath the semiconfining bed. Water also
enters the aquifer from the Scioto River by influent
seepage where the water table is below the stream..."”

After talking with the Division of Water and studying the
reports available, I believe the safe assumption is that
hazardous chemical waste from the Bowerslandfill does have
the potential of contaminating downsatream water supplies and
any landfill clean-up efforts should consider this potential.

I am a little surprised and disappointed that the
investigations conducted by EPA did not study ground water

flow surrounding the landfill as well as in the immediate
area of the landfill.

1f. you have any qQuestions please let me know.

Sincersly,

Mo _

Mark A. Scarpitti
Diastrict Conservationist

jo/as]sy
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TO: Erin Morar, Froject Directcor, USEFA Region S
FROM: Gary L. Gillen, M.D.

ACTION Representative o¢rn the Bowers Landfill
Communiity Information Committee

IN RE: Bowers Landfill Superfurd Site

Comments on the Feasibility Study, Third Draft Report
Dated February 3, 1989

DATE: February 28, 1989

Mcast of the comments of cur letter of November 2, 1988,
(attached) still apply to this third draft of the Feasibility Study. I
was pleased to see much better discussiaon of treatment options. I
remailn disappointed that scme alterrative to containment has not been
identi1fied for ocur site. There is better discussion of how groundwater
monitoring might be done. There is still rot sufficient clarification
as to what will happen ard who will be responsible whern various
corntaminants are identified. I will expect these details in the Record
of Decision but I would have appreciated the cpportunity to comment on
them 1n the Feasibility Study. We still believe that some monitoring
wells rieed to be installed off-site in the direction of Circleville
City's water wells. According to our local Scoil and Water Conservation
represeritative (statement attached), one carriot determine that
groundwater flow from the. site is only to the west without additional
studies off-site to determine whether grourdwater flow on the west bank
>f the Scicto River is coming east to combire with material from the
site and ther follow the river flow to the south tcward the city well

fields. A fence remains a protectior factor which has yet to be
constructed.

The discussion of the altermatives which mention a clay cap
correctly observes that the cap would provide some protection from
flcoding by covering the landfill to prevent flood waters from eroding
away the surface and that flood waters will infiltrate less if a cap is
in place. There is no discussion, however, regarding maintenance of
the clay cap through repeated flood events which occur at our site. I
believe that the costs of maintainivng a cap and ground cover through
repeated flooding could make a flood control dike look much more cost
effective. AR flood control dike will alsc require maintenance but rot
the kinds of extensive repairs that the clay cap will require when it
is overrun completely every 5 years (as reported in this study) and at
least partially overrun every year. It should be kept in mind that all
of the testing data and observations in this report were made early and

in the middle of the worst drought to> affect this area in the past 60
years.

: The study contiriues to speculate about the possibility of
"maintaining the present cover" as a containment strategy. I agree
that 1t is arn idea worthy -of speculation giver the krnowrn problems of
clay caps and synthetic membrane caps, but cur site is not a proper one
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ACTIVISTS CONCERNED WITH TOXICS IN OUR NEIGHBORHOODS
111 Islard Recad, Circleville, Ohic 431132 474-1240

for such speculation with contaminants poorly 1dentified as to locatiaon
and concentration. We agree that there 1s rno reason to choose between
a clay cap and a synthetic membrane cap. They are both prone to
detericration and entirely deperdent upcon expert installation and

mainternance. Both can leak without obvious appearance, and both will
leak eventually.

A cap alone will rot adequately protect cur site from erosion and
infiltration of water during frequent floods., R flood control dike

would be an important safeguard to the integrity of the remedial
actiorn.

We cornclude that the Remedial Investigaticr, Erdarngerment
Assessment, and Feasibility Study are flawed, inadequate, and
uriacceptable. They make repeated attempts tc make the results fit what
the regulators and responsible parties (PPG & Dupont) want to do or not
da to the site. They attempt to minimize major problems thwarting
clearn—-up at the site because the contractors and the agencies don't
kriow what to do about it. They attempt to minimize hazards to avoid
frightening local residents ard to mirnimize problems to avoid putting
too much ecorncmic stress on the responsible parties. We believe that
any corntainment plan is doomed to fail and that such plans must be
reinfocrced to the maximum and ronitcored carefully to discover the
failure when it occurs and should specify who will be financially
resporsible when the failure cccurs. We believe the responsible
parties should bear the costs =f containment failure and maintenance
and in correcting any contaminaticon problems.

ce: William Reilly, USEFA Rep. Mike Dewine
Valdus Adamkus, USEPA Regicon S Serator Jan Long
Governor Richard Celeste Rep. Mike Shoemaker
Sernator Frank Lautenberg Mayor Mike Logan
Attorney General Anthony Celebrezze, Jr. Senator John Glenn
FPickaway County Commissicrners Feter Mortague
Stephen Lester, CCHW Joel Hirschhorn, OTA
Sernator Howard Metzenbaum John Adkins

Mark Scarpitti
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ACTIVISTS CONCERNED WITH TOXICS IN OUR NEIGHEBORHOODS
11! Islard R=wad, Circlevaille, Ohio 43113 1-€14-474-124Q

MEMO TO: USEFR Region S

FROM: Cynthia Gillen, ACTION
IN RE: Bowers Landfill Remedial Investigation & Feasibility Study
DARTE: February 28, 1983

I have several corncerrns about what 1s being proposed for Howers
Lardfill and the Superfund process that has transpired.

The Rowers Landfill was included as cne of 19 Ohioc sites on the
National Priority List for Superfund cleanup in 1382, Among those
sites, it had a Hazard Ranking Score or potential to cause harm of 3rd
within the state. The highest hazard score was for potential
grourndwater cantamination. Inn 138Q, OEFA identified toluere, berizere,
and ethylbenzene in leachate from Bowers Landfill. In 1981, Burgess &
Niple found high concentrations of ethylbernzerie, toluerie, arnd mixed
xylenes 1n downgradient wells.

The present study has significantly different findings from
previous testing and attempts to ignore previous findings or speculate
about prablems with laboratory quality control and possible lab
contamiration «f samples. This logic is flawed for several reasons.
The labs doing the previcous testing were bath OEFA appraoved chemical
laboratories. Burgess & Niple's work was also coordinated and approved
by USEFA Regicn V. The kinds and amounits of contamirnamts found in the
samples are not likely to have occurred from laboratory processing and
harndling. There are at least two mcore logical reasons which are givern
no consideration. There may have been significant leaching of
contaminants into the groundwater at the time of the earlier studies
which was guiet at the time of the present study due to local
hydrcageclogic factors related to the recent two year drought
conditions, or the earlier findings might have been related to a
migrating plume of contaminants that has now moved off-site. Will EPA
be able to so easily discredit the present results alsc done by EPA
appraved companies if contamiraticon problems occcur in the future?

When the Bowers Landfill was listed on the National Priority List
in December, 1382, the conditions at listing by USEFA stated the
landfill covered 8@ acres (attached). No explanation is given for why
this site has dwindled to cnly 12 acres. In the same USEFA statement,
it states that in excess of 750@ tons of chemical wastes were disposed
of at the site. Now the present study states that the exact amount of
hazardous waste placed in the landfill is unknown, and speculates that
it was probably a small percentage of the total disposed material.
Evern if this is true - and USEPA themselves state they don't know for
sure - many hazardous chemicals of the kinds dumped at Bowers have the
potential to cause harm to human health and the environment in very
small amounts (i.e., parts per billiorior million). Flawed logic
again. The present report alsc states that the amount of hazardous
waste remaining there is unknown.

The RI has failed tc locate and identify contaminants and is
proposing containment while at the same time acknowledging that the
location and quantity of wastes are unkrnown. How can one contain
something without knowing the location and quantity to be contained?
It socunds like a stab in the dark to me. According to an Office of
Technology Assessment report of June, 1388, which assessed the
Superfurd Implementatior, aorne criticism is that, "It is riot urcommon tao
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QACTIVISTS CONCERNED WITH TOXICS IN OUR NEIGHRORHOODS
11!l Island Road, Circlevaille, Ohic 43113 1-614-474-1240

have a multimilicorn=dollar cleanup decisicorn made withaout any technical
data to support 1t.."
. The Endarigerment Assessment is rnot relevant because of the
failure of the RI to identify and locate contaminants. It uses a
cancer risk factor of 1 in 1@, 20Q. Arcther OTA criticism states that
"Sometimes compromises are made to reduce cleanup cost by allowing a
higher risk tharn the 1 in 1 wmillion cancer risk commanly used in
Superfund. " With this study, USEFA has compromised cur risk and
allowed up to a 12@ times greater risk tharn that gererally accepted.
Why? Agairn, 0OTR states that envirornmental risks seem to take a back
seat to cormstraints imposed by seekinig funds from respornsible parties.
USEFA and OEFA have choser to ignore a statement submitted by
ACTION at the Community Informaticon Committee meetirng om November &
from our District Soil and Water Conservatiorn representative which
presents valid conflicting evidence about groundwater flow, It is
based upon his discussions with the Division of Water and a study done
in 1375 by Stariley Norris for ODNR, Division of Beclogic Survey (#96)
about the groundwater situation in the Circleville area, FPickaway
County. In the RI, it is determined that groundwater flocw urnder the
site is to the west downhill and toward the river, However, the

geclogic and groundwater conditions on the west side of the river could

also be dowrnhill and toward the river since according to Mr. Norris,

« .. "groundwater moves from the uplands toward the Scicto River valley”
and moves in response to the regicnal gradient. In conclusion,
grourndwater on the west side of the river could be moving east and

downhill to combine with the westerly flow from the east and follow the

river taoward the south. This would dramatically change the
Endangerment Assessment and the potential for contamination of
Circleville's well field, 1 1/28 miles socuth and downstream. The study
done for ODNR was much more extensive than the present Remedial
Investigation which relied onily on conditiorns in the immediate area of
the site.

Ouwr request to do further studies off-site to better determire
groundwater flow in lieu of this evidence has been ignored. Thus far,
our request for monitoring wells off-site between the larndfill amd the
city’s wells has also been ignored. What is the substantiated reascon
for ignoaring this evidence and for not placing these wells?

For the protection of cur community and people who live riear the
landfill, I believe that groundwater monitoring should be done
indefirnitely ocn a quarterly basis for priority pollutants and heavy
metals as long as there is any question as to the exact location,
amounts and kinds of contaminants emanating from the site. There must
be provisions for monitoring all potential contaminants emanating from
the site and not just the few identified in the RI. This testing
shculd be done on the residential wells near the landfill, Circleville
City water wells, and monitoring wells off-site betweer the lardfill
and the City water wells in addition to those included in the FS. 1

dan't understand why there is a reduction in monitoring after the first

year. How can EPA assume there will be a sudden reduction in risk
after the first year with all the unknowns in the RI? It would appear
they are relying on public disinterest with time.

The FS states that alternative 4 would comply with current State
of Ohio closure standards for solid waste landfills. Since hazardous
waste was dumped at Bowers, I would like to know if any of the
alternatives comply with current State of Ohic closure standards for
hazardous waste facilities. If not, why not?

It would appear that USEPA has conducted a useless study that has

rno conclusive data. Could this be because the regulataors and the
responsible parties want to aveoid finding contaminants in order to fit
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ACTIVISTS CONCERNED WITH TCXICS INM JUR NEISHECRHCODS
111 Islard Road, Circleville, Ohic 43113 1-€14=-474-1240

what they don't want to do at the site armd to avoild putting taoo much
ecoromic stress on the responsible parties? There 1s something wrang
with a system that allows the responsible parties to be directly
responsible for the writing of the FS along with the contractors.

Any other system would claim this as an obviocus conflict of interest.

To further add to this flawed luogic, a containment system is
being proposed to contain unknown wastes 1n an unknown amount and
uriknown location. ARccordimg t— OTA, there 1s substarntial eviderice that
caontairnment techniques are unproven and urreliable techrncoclogies with
sigrificant implementation praoblems. Arn example 1s the RCRA clay cap
at the Winthrop Landfill site in Maine which failed in September, 13987,
befcre its constructiorn was caompleted. The OTA also states
"impermanent remedies, which provide legs protection than permanent
ornes and do not assuredly meet clearup goals, are oftern selected purely
because they are cheaper in the short runj in the long run they are
very likely to be more expernsive." There are various treatmert
techrmlogies available which could offer a permanent remedy but which
do rely on specific identificatior amd location of contaminants.
Because =f USEFA's inadequate study which failed to do either,
permarnernt remedies which are more expensive in the short-term are rot a
consideration in the FS. The impermanent remedy proposed for cur site
is gererausly estimated to have a life of 2@ years. The maintenance
and monitoring costs of this remedy which is doomed to fail, have been
grossly underestimated. No provision is made as to who will be
responsible for such costs including any further cleanup. For that
matter, it is rot clear who is payirng for the proposed remediation. We
believe the respansible parties should be financially responsible for
any presernt and future costs - rnot cur state or county or commurnity -
and strongly object to any condition in the ROD that would remaove that
responsibility and liability fram them.

OTA also states that "EPFPA is less responsive to community
concerns about a remedy being impermanent tharn to interests which favor
a lower cost impermanent remedy.'" The incentives for this are to keep
the casts law for the responsible parties and the state that has to
provide 1@% of the cost if the responsible parties don’t pay and
because EFA wants to distribute available funds as broadly as passible
and wants to cbtain settlements with responsible parties to reduce
calls an Superfund money.

ARccording to OTA, "EFA pushes most ROD's to completicon by the end
of the fiscal year and this kind of bureaucratic pressure can lead ta
poor cleanup decisions. Typically, there is less than one month
between the end of the public commernt period and the issuance of the
ROD." I was told by Ms, Nelms that the USEPA wants to make a ROD
before the end of March for its quarterly report. It’s evident that
USEFR does not give public comment much consideration because of the
time allotted - 3@ days to review and comment on documents that have
takern USEPAR three years to study and approve. Ironically, even though
EFA is familiar with the work and documents, they have rarely taken
less than 9@ days to review and revise them themselves during the
RI/FS. Evidently, I can only assume that EPA is just going through the
motions of "acting” like they want cur opinion and will give it
consideraiaon,

During this three year process, the only continuity has come fram
our community. We now have our 4th USEPA community relations
coordinator, and the OEPA persornel assigried to cur site have alsco
changed at least twice. From the beginning, our Remedial Project
Marnager, Erirn Maran, has not instilled us with the utmost confidernce in
the USEPA as an agency. At cme point in the begirning of the process,
we requested a different procject director but were assured by Ms,

-
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ACTIVISTS CONCERNED WITH TOXICS IN QUR NEIGHEQORHAGDS
111 Island Road, Circleville, Obhi1o 43113 1-El14-474~120Q

Margaret McCue, cur commurnity relations coordinator at the time, that
Ms. Morarn was qualified ever though she appears hesitant and unsure to
respond to specific gquesticns about cuwr site at public meetings. At
most meetings, she's appeared indifferent and somewhat sure only when
she reads prepared statements. I, therefore, request that the
Cammunity Information Committee remain in existence during anmy remedial
action and monitoring to facilitate communicatice with the community on
a regular basis.

In canclusion, I do ot bel:i:eve what USEFA calls a "clearnup
remedy" gives averall protecticr of public health and the ernvirornment.
USEFA has allowed too manmy points to be vague and unclear in this FS
which we would have appreciated the cpporturnity to comment orn and which
are evidently going to be decided by EFAR in the ROD. I must agree with
Sernator Frank Lautenberg, head of the Serate Enviromment and Fublic
Works subcommittee on Superfurnd ard the environment, that the EPA
"instead of acting as a watchdog for industry is acting as their lap
dog. " The 1388 OTA study verifies that "The Superfurnd toxic waste dump
clearnup program is ineffective, inefficient, and uses permywise, pocund-—
foomlish methods that may have to be reworked at great expernse. " Bowers
Landfill is evidently just ancther statistic for another O0TR study
abcut the ineffectiveress of the Surerfund pragram.

cc: William Reilly, USEPA Rep. Mike Dewine
Valdus Adamkus, USEFA Regicocrn S Sernator Jan Long
Goverrar Richard Celeste Rep. Mike Shaoemaker
Sernatcor Frank Lauteriberg Maycr Mike Logan
Attorney Gerneral Anthony Celebrezze, Jr.Senator Johrn Glernn
FPickaway County Cammissicrners Feter Mortague
Stephen Lester, CCHW Joel Hirschhorn, OTA
Senatar Howard Metzenbaun Jotin Adkins

Mark Scarpitti
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u.orbous waste site lsind under the ) .
Comprehensve Enaronmentat Acsponze. Compansaton. and Liability Act of 1920 ICERCLAN S unndund™)

BOWERS LANDFILL
Circleville, Ohio

Conditions at listing (December 1982): Rowers Landfi11, also known as Island
Road Landfi11, covers 8l acres about 1| mle north of Circleville, Ohio, within the
Scioto River floodplain, The site is situated over a very productive aquifer
(capable of yields of 1,000 callons per minute) that supplies both industrial and
domestic water, 1n 1958, a gravel pit started operations on the site. Shortly
ihereafter, a landfilling operation started in which soil from the nearby pit was
used to cover refuse dumped on top of the existing surface. Little is known of
the initial years of the landfill, but from 1963 to 1968, it accepted organic and
inorganic chemicals and general domestic and industrial refuse. In response to a
Congressional inquiry, two local chemical manufacturers stated that in excess of
7,500 tons of chemical waste (physical state and concentrations unknown) had been
disposed of at this site. In July 1980, EPA identified toluene and ethylbenzene
in water from the landfill, The State worked with the current owner, who hired an

engineering firm to evaluate the site. The State reviewed the report and asked
for additional information.

Status (July 1983): The State reviewed the additional information from the
wner and is awaiting the final Remedial Action Master Plan EPA is preparing.

It
+111 outline the investigations needed to determine the full extent of cleanup
~equired at the site.
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RETIVISTS CUNCEANED WiITi- ToCI03 IN CUR NIIGIHECRHOQDS
111 Islarnce Roaag, Circi.vili:e, Oh: 42113 1-€l4-474-124Q
MEMC TO: Valdus Raamkus, Dirsector
USEF& Regionm 2 . .
Falm: Hepresertasi =g oF ACT oM
IN RE: Community Irnformatizn Commictoe
DvivE February 24, Llau
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ACTIVISTS CQNCEENED Wit TOXICS IN CUR N IZHEORHCCLS

111 Islarnd Road, Circlaville, Ohiz 43113 1-Cla-474-1340

MENMC T2: Yaldus Rdamkuzs, Divect.:or
USEFA Regi:on S

FRCMm: Recresantat:ives of ACTICN
IN kZ: Commuritty Infzraation Committes
[DTR IR February Zo, 11337

We have beern tilc by Ms., EBarbara Barmnett that the
coeTirmation of the Bowaers Lamndrfill Community Informaticon
Cornmittee during the remedial action arnd wngoing maintenarnce
uricder the Record of Lecislan 1w wnder consideration. We have
«les beern told tnat USEFA has consildeed cur commlittee to be
a valuable asset for coimnuricatlicon with the Ctamunity during
the Superfurd procees.

We, therefaore, re_peactfully request that the Howers
Lardrill Commurnity Informailon Comitt2e be cuontilaaad so that
we, the community, may b- appricsed of all work and
developments at the site. The Cormmittee should rnot be
disbarnded until a mutual.y agreed upon date 1s decided by the
Committee that it is ro longer rneeded for comnmurnity
communicat ion.
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RCTIVISTS CDNCE?NED WITH TOX.C3 IN OUR NEIGHBORHMGCDS
111 Island Ruoad, Circleville, Chic 42113 1-€14-474-1240

MEMC TO: Valdus Rdgamkus, D:rector

USEFA Regiorn S ————— i
FRCMm: Repfesentati/es o RCTION
IN RZ: Community Irnformat:zn Committee
CwTE: February &8, 134%

We Nave been tola by Me. Barvara Barnett that the
crntirnusation of the Boawers Larndfill Community Information
Cimittee durirng the remed:al actionm and congoing mainterarce
urncer the Record of Decisiin 15 uander consideraticn. We have
alsz beern told that USEFAR has considered cur commitize to be
a valuable asset for conmunicacicon with the community during

e Superfund process,

We, therefare, respectfully reguest that the Bowers
Lardrill Commurnity Informaticon Committee be continued so that
we, the community, may bw apprised of all work and
developments at the site. The Committee should not be
digbarded until a mutually agreed upon date is decided by the
Committee that it is rno longer needed for commurnity
communication,
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MEMO TO: Valdy

ONCEhNED WITH TOX1CS IN QUR NEIGHBDRHDODS
ad, Circleville, Ohio 43113 1-€14-474~1249

S Adamkus, Director

USEFA Regicrn 5 C: WMD
FROM Representat ises of ACTION cc: g:ﬁﬁmr‘
IN RE: Coﬁmunity Informatisn Committee Orf ~

DATE: February 28, 1989

We have been told by*'ﬁﬁ@%érbéra Barrett that the - --
the Bowers'Landﬂill Community Information

Committee during the remedial ictiogsaqd ongoing maintenarce
under the Record of Decision is under
also beer told that USEFA has cohsider

4 valuable asset fcr communicatipn‘n;gb\phe Community "during
the Buperfund process. ; T
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ACTIVISTS CONCERMED WITH TOXICS [N QUR NCIGHRAORHOODS
111 Isfarn Wwad, Circleville, Ohyo «3113
T oam submitiing {he additional following comments for the public
pomment pericd of the Bowers Landfill Superfund Site.

What 5 happoning to the Bowers Landfill Guparfund site?  Tha
USERR and the potertially respornsible parties, TPG and Dubont, have
just completed a study that cost appraximately $700,220@ and are urable
to give us anymore corclusive iwvfarmatior about the site. Volunes of
data have been generated and a cantainuent remedy proposed which atill
igreore potential threats presented by this hazardous waste site. The
USEPN Mas stated that a final clearup decision will likely he made by
March 31.

1. GROUNDWATER FLOW. Rccording to the EMA study, groundwater
fluw under the site is determined to ba to the west toward the Scioto
River and, therefore, the Circleville municipal well field located 1.5
miles aouth is riot expected to be affected by potential groundwater
corntamirat ion,

The District Seil and Watey representative, Mark Scarpitt:, hau
presentad infarmation fram a Department of Natural Rescurces study
which preserts valid conflicting svidence about groundwater flow off-
site. Oince the groundwater maves from the uplands to the Scicta River
valley, it is probably combining at the river arnd flowing south toward
the wells and to fill in the depression created by the heavy industrial
purping v the Circlaville area. The USEPA did ret ctudy grourndwater
flow autside the immediate area of the site and could be making a
gserious ivacouwate assumption about potertial risks to our vater
supply. They have ignored ard have rot refuted this evidence arnd have
no plams to install mornitcoring wells between the site and the city
wells,

2. LOCATION OF WASTES. Previous testirg at the site showed high
levals of contaminarnts in leachate and groundwater in 1980 ard 1981,
Present test results gererally show low levels of contamimants. The
EFA study states that about 40% of the waste was generated by various
industiries opaerating in the area, iveluding FPG and DuPort, among
cthers. Respornses by PPG and Dupant to a federal aurvey ir 1978
indicate they dumped 1722 and 62@Q torns of material recpectively.

Other lacal industries evidently did rnot respornd o the survey.

USEFA has mot drilled into the site or installed moritoring wells
outgide the site to determine the lovation of wastes but is praposing a
remedy to contaiv something.  ODne major area igrnored by this ctudy ic
that this site floods frequently which has presarted great potential
for contaminant migration since its closure in 1368. In a 198% meaeting
with local citizens, Mr, Roger Harnahs of OEPA ackrowledged this
concern and promised that "OEPA will require testing further cut from
the site until contamirants are located if not located at the initial
test sites.” Where is Mr. Harnahs now?

3. METHANE GAS. The EPA study negates any thraat from methare gas
and the rieed for any gas venting asystem since this site has been closed
for 20 years. MHowever, specific air teste for methane gas were Aot
performed at the site. =

According ta an Army Corp of Erngirneeres report (Jaruary, 19849,
lardfill sites can give off methare gas for SO years or more after
clozure, especially sites constructed pricor to 1970, like Dowers, that
had ro gas venting systema. The proposed containment with no gas
verting could tause methare gas to migrate laterally, cavry
centaminants to nearby homes and presert a public health omergency. An
pxample 1n cuwr cwn state is the Industrial Excess Landfill scite in
Uriicrntown where methane gas was fourd to be migrating laterally and
srder mearby homes.
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////" 111 Islarmd Read, Circlewille, Chis 43113
4,

THE SUFERFUND LNW AND CLEANUR STANDARDI. USERA and ORPA have
irterpreted the Superfund clearnup standards for Bowers to mean meeting
"Teurrent Ohia solid wasta landfill closure standards”, Howevear, solid
waste closure laws are vt releavant and appraopriate for hazardous waste
sites.

The Superfund law states that the remedy must comply with any
state envirormantal or facility law that is rat less stringent than any
federal law for the hazardoue substarnce or release in question, Solid
waste closure laws are rnot relevant and appropriate for hazardous waste
sitas. This site should rot set a precedent for other hazardous
sites, such as the Barthelmas Landfill, t¢ be treated like solidg
ajtes,

USEFRA and OEPR are using solid waste laws because they are
relevant and appropriate for what they want to do to the site. Using
solid waste laws for a hazardous waste site is wmot in compliance with
the Superfund law reauirement that a first criteria should be the
overall protection of the public health and the envircrment,

In summary, a final cleanup decision cannot rely on a study that
makes major assumptions based on speculation or such limited data.
USEPA states their remedy addresses a worgl case sewmaric situatiom. 0
worret case scenaric situwation would not ignore major conflicting
evidaerce or uranswared areas of concern. It i3 not surprising that sueh
little or poor ovensight of the work at Bowers cocurred with the
constant turnover af persorrnel at both USEFR and QEFA. Qur conunity
offered a major reed for contirmuity to this process. MHowever, 1f USERA
had beer receptive te our community's suggestions during this atudy,
could have had a more craedible study and be cinmfidant about moving
forward to resclve the poterntial problems pressnted by Bowers.

waste
waste

we

For A Cleavrer Evnivirvanment,

Q/,M & Al

Cynthia Gillen, March 1Q, 1989

Dlamea
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We believe the only conscientious approach to the potential problems

presented by our neighborhood Superfund site, the Bowers Landfill,
should be as follows:

Firat and foremost, a fence around the site and monitoring wells
between the site and the City's well field should be 1nstalled
immediately regardless of any cleanup decision. Common sense tells us

these public protective measures should have been i1nstalled five years
ago prior to any Superfund study.

A final decision about the cleanup at Bowers Landfill should be
postponed until serious questions are answered regarding groundwater
flow, location and nature of wastes, and methane gas. In addition, any
"cleanup” decision made using Ohio solid waste laws is not in
compliance with the Superfund law requirement that protection of the
public health and the environment should be a first priority. Solid
waste laws are not relevant and appropriate for hazardous wasts sites,

We belisve permanent cleanup treatments could be considered if
these major areas of concern were addressed. This request is not made
lightly., We want a final solution as much as anybody. The problem is
that there are many reasons to question the sensibility of EPAR's plan.
We are not questioning EPR's decision just to be difficult and our
position is not unique as is evident in the Office of Technology
Assessment study about the ineffectiveness of the Superfund program.

We feel strongly that EPA should answer all intelligent questions
and overcome the many contradictions in their study rather than leave
us with a faulty "cleanup" at Bowers. Nobody in this county wants to
be fighting this battle again in 15 years. EPA's proposaed remedy does
not give us the least risk possible and we think their decision is

influenced by cost. Pickaway Countians should not sacrifice their
quality of life for economics.

We have not heard from anyone in the County who likes the EPR’'s
proposed decision. Senator Jan Long, the Pickaway County Commissioners
and several City officials and councilmen have similar concerns and
are subamritting their statements to USEPA. Ohio EPA representatives
even agreed that all our concerns are valid in a meeting on Tuesday
with Senator Jan Long and ACTION representatives. In fact, they stated
their comments about the proposed plan would include similar concerns.
However, it appears they are resigned to working within the
inadequacies and politics of the system and succombing to USEPA's
haste to meet its half-year report deadline of March 31, 1989.

We think USEPA should reassess their priorities - a first being
to address adequately the cleanup of Superfund sites. We think OEPA

should reassess their priorities - a first being to insist that the
Superfund work as the law intended.

As Pickaway County residents, we will not sacrifice our
environment to become another statistic for another study about the
ineffectiveness of the Superfund program. We will not stand by while
poor decisions cost us misery and money in the future.

Thursday, March 16, 1989
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ACTIVISTS CONCERNED WITH TOXICS IN OUR NEIGHEORROODS
11l lsland Roaa (rear), Circleviile, Ohiao 43113
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ACTION 1s a public 1nterest ernvirormental organization formea 1n

September, 1784, for the specific gurpese of working on the HSowears and

Barthelimas Landfills which threaten to contaminate the Teays Aquifer, our
water supply, and the Sciotoc River, Sirce ACTION's crigin, we have become
involvea 17 addressing all potential ervircrimerntal problems within cur
county. ACTION's projects and services include tut are not limited to the
followirg: Bowers Landfill Superfurnd site, Barthelmas lardgfill,
sewage/sludge application on farmland, water ard soi1l monitoring in
coordination with the Student Envirormental Health Project of Vanderobilt
Uriversity, PPG's regional hazardous waste incinerator, PPG's plant site
grourdwater contamination, sclid waste management and recycling, schocl

! programs, and the ACTION office whicn has extensive envircrmental rescurces

including news articles, books, videcotapes, magazirnes, legislative bills,
goverrment publications, and rewsletters from other enviranmental
organizations.

ACTION has worked hard to brirng a greater awareress to cur community of
our environmental problems and the many threats to the county's air, water
arnd soail. By attending envircnmertal conferences, speaking tce the young
pecpie 1n the schools who will eventually i1nherit these problems, working

lndustry and other goverrment officials for more citizen
participation, and speaking to area organizations, we think we are making a
sigraficant i1mpact for good in Pickaway County.

RCTION's members are highly motivated ard dedicated to cleaning up
existing prodtlems and from preventing other problems from ever materializing
by maxking government responsible to those people who are most affected by
pollutiorn. Environmental impacts need to be a major consideration when
plarming growth for our community in order to not jecpardize our present or
future economy. Industry can be a responsible and considerate neighbor by
our 1nsisting that the laws be enforced and that new laws be passed that give
incertives for elimination of both solid and hazardous wastes by safe methods
such as waste exchange, neutralization, source reduction, bacterial
treatment, and recycling.

ACTION NEEDS YOUR HELP' We rneed you in this immense task.
yaur time and contributions to continue and further aur work.

We rneed

I wanNT I9Q JQIN A, Q. T, L. Qo No

Complete this form and mail to ACTION, 111 Island Road, Circleville, Oh 43113
(To be a voting member, you must be a Pickaway Courity residert.)

Name _

Rddress _

_________ —_— __Confidential Membership (check here)

Memoersnip fee pEr year ~ Please make checks payable to ACTION.
(Includes three rewsletters a year)

Si"lglﬂ.-----.....-o.o-.“le FIMily-----.-o--o.--o.-"Saaa

=711 21 1) JP . 151 Benofactor........‘ﬁ@ & above

COrporat@icicccceccasee $20Q
Retired, Stugent or L1M1ted IrComMe. ... ceeceoncescssncannensed 5.00

I wart to oe an ACTINN volunteer (check here)



ACTIVISTS CONCERNED WITH TOXICS IN OUR NEIGHBORHOQDS
111 Islang Road, Circleville, Ohio 43113 1-614-474-1340

What 1s happering to the Howers Landfill Superfund site? The
USEPR and the potentially responsible parties, PPG and DuPont, have
Just completed a study that cost approximately $700,000 and are urable
to give us anymore conclusive i1nformation about the site. Volumes of
data have been generated and a containment remedy proposed which still
ignore potantial threats presented by this hazardous waste site. The
USEFR has stated that a final cleanup decision will likely be made by
March 31l.

l. GROUNDWATER FLOW. According to the EPR study, groundwater
flow under the site is deternined to be to the west toward the Scioto
River and, therefore, the Circleville municipal well field located 1.5
miles south is not expected to be affectad by potential groundwater
contamination.,

The District Soil and Water representative, Mark Scarpitti, has
presented information from a Department of Natural Resources study
whaich presents valid conflicting evidence about groundwater flow off-
site. Since the groundwater moves from the uplands to the Scioto River
valley, it is probably combining at the river and flowing south toward
the wells and to fill in the depression created by the heavy industrial
pumping 1n the Circleville area. The USEPA did not study groundwater
flow outside the immediate area of the site and could be making a
serious inaccurate assumption about potential risks to our water
supply. They have ignored and have not refuted this evidence and have
no plans to install monitoring wells between the site and the city
wells.

g. LOCATION OF WASTES. PFrevious testing at the site showed high
levels of contaminants in leachate and groundwater in 19808 and 1981.
Present test results generally show low levels of contaminants. The
EPRA study states that about 40X of the waste was generated by various
industries operating in the area, including PPG and DuPont, among
others. Respornses by PPG and Dupont to a federal survey in 1978
indicate they dumped 17@@ and 6200 tons of material respectively.

Other local industries evidently did not respond to the survey.

USEFPAR has not drilled into the site or installed monitoring wells
cutside the sits to determine the location of wastaes but is proposing a
remedy to contain something. One major area ignored by this study is
that this site floods frequently which has presented great potential
for contaminant migration since its closure in 1968. In a 1985 meeting
with local citizens, Mr. Roger Hannahs of OEPA acknowledged this
concern and promised that "0QEPR will require testing further out from
the site until contaminants are located if not located at the initial
test sites." Where is Mr. Harmahs now?

3. METHANE GRS. The EPA study negates any threat from methane gas
and the need for any gas venting system since this site has been closed
for 20 years. However, specific air tests for methane gas were not
performed at the site.

According to an Army Corp of Engineers report (January, 1984),
landfill sites can give off methane gis for 5@ years or more after
closure, especially sites constructed prior to 1970, like Bowers, that
had no gas venting systems. The proposed containment with no gas
venting could cause methane gas to migrate laterally, carry
contaminants to nearby homes and present a public health emergency. An
example in our own state is the Industrial Excess Landfill site in
Uniontown where methane gas was found to be migrating laterally and
under nearby homes,

4, THE SUPERFUND LAW AND CLEANUP STANDARDS. USEPA and OEPR have
interpreted the Superfund cleanup standards for Bowers to mean meeting
“current Ohio sclid waste landfill closure standards”. However, solid

Thursday. Maweah 1£ ‘—~——
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ACTIVISTS CONCERNED WITH TOXICS IN OUR NEIGHBORHOODS
111 lsland Road, Circleville, Ohio 43113 1-6l4-474~1240

waste closure laws are rot relevant and appropriate for hazardous waste
si1tes.

The Superfund law states that the remedy must comply with any
state environmental or facility law that is not less stringent than any
federal law for the hazardous substance or release 1n question. Solid
waste closure laws are not relevant and approgriate for hazardous waste
sites. Thais saite should not set a precedent for other hazardous waste
si1tes, such as the Barthelmas Landfill, to be treated like solid waste
sltes.

USEPA and QOEPR are using solid waste laws because they are
relevant and appropriate for what they want to do to the site. Using
s0lid waste laws for a hazardous waste site is rnot in compliance with
the Superfund law requirement that a firet criteria should be the
overall protection of the public health and the envirornment.

In summary, a final cleanup decision cannot rely on a study that
makes maj)or assumptions based on speculation or such limited data.
USEFA states their remedy addresses a worst case senario situation. A
worst case scenario situation would riot ignore major conflicting
evidence or unanswered areas of concern. It is not surprising that such
little or poor oversight of the work at EBowers occurred with the
constant turnover of personnel at bhoth USEPA and OEPA. Our community
of fered a major need for continuity to this process. However, if USEPA
had been receptive to our community's suggestions during this study, we
could have had a more credible study and be confidant about moving
forward to resolve the potential problems presented by Bowers.
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Comments from Government
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To: The President and members of Clity Council,
Circleville, Ohio

Whareas, in the opinion of many concerned informed

citizens, it has not been conclusively demonatrated

that the well field which supplies water for the

City of Circleville is completely safe from contamina-

tion by hazardous wastes deposited in the Superfund

Site known as the Bowers Landfill, I strongly urge

that the President of City Council write the Ohio

and U,S, Environment Protective Agencies expressing

our concern, and requesting that adequate ground

monitoring wells be placed in locetions appropriate

to assuring protection of our water supply,l.e, between

our well bed and the Landfill,end that this action

be taken as part of gpgt pomedial action which 1is

eventually selected, ‘

Such written comment must- be submitted to the 1,S,

EPA by March 16, 1989,

Respecffully submitted,

Wy LB O bt s,

Robert N, Phillips
Councilmen, First Ward

Georgette Nelms U.S. EPA Ragion §

Community Relations Coordinator 230 South Dearborn

Office of Public Affeirs Chicago, I1 60604




ROBERT N. PHILLIP , 0.D.8., INC.
V47 PINCKNE  TREET
CIRCLEVILLE. O' 1 43113
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Ceorgette Nelms

Community Relations Coordinator

U.S. EPA Region 5 March 9, 1989
230 8. Dearborr Ave.

Chicago, IlI. 60604

Dear Ms. Nelms:

The point of this letter is not necessarilv to communicate my
disagreement over the mcthod in which the EPA has recommended to
"remedy"” the problem at the site of the Bowers Landfill as much as it is
to express my displeasure over the manner in which the alternative was
presented to local citizens,

I feel the EPA was ill-prepared to fully respond to many of the
questions posed by members of the community who attended the public
information meeting on Feb, 28, 1989 at Circleville High School.

As a Circleville city councilman, ] feel taxpayers deserve and
should expect better response from governmental bodies than what they
received from the EPA, In particular, inquiries concerning the decision
not to physically removg woste from the site were met with the response
that total removal of the waste was simply not one of the options
investigated,

The remedy recommended by the EPA has some merit but I feel it
doesn't go far enough to provide for the future safety of the 13,000+
citizens who depend on the Circleville water supply. Many members of
this community, including myself and other councilmen, feel additional
monitoring precautions should be included in your remedy.

One such precaution would be to locate ground water test wells at
strategic points between the landfill and Circleville’'s water field. As
your plan presently states, most test wells are in the immediate area of
the landfill,

I realize the EPA becomes involved in battles on many fronts when
making decisions that may satisfy some groups but could cost others
millions of dollars. Nevertheless, it {8 important not to misjudge the
impact your decision will have on those who live and raise their families
here. It is hoped your final solution reflects at least some of this
community's interests.

Sincerely,
David M. Crawford
Circleville City Councilman

431 N, Court St,
Circleville, Ohio 43113



Jan Michael Long
State Senator

Ohio Senate
17th Distnict

MEMORANDUM

TO: Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
United States Environmental Protection A cy

/ A\l
FR: Jan Michael Long /\\'. [ JA”A{
State Senator k\~14kn\ 7 1(

17th District Ohio Senate

RE: Bowers Landfill Scffr Fund Sight/Public Comment
DATE: March 14, 1989

Thank you for the opportunity to allow me to submit to
you this date my public comment for the record and to be
reviewed by the respective Environmental Protection Agencies
in their consideration of rendering a record of decision on
the closure and cleanup of the Bowers Landfill Super Fund
Sight. I submit these comments not only as the State
Senator who represents the geographic area known as
Circleville and Pickaway County in the 17th Ohio Senate
District, but also as a citizen of the City of Circleville.

While our community and indeed our state is most
interested in forging a remedy to the Bowers Landfill
problem, all of us want to assure ourselves that such a
cleanup is one that is safe, protects the environment for
present generation, as well as future generations, and also
is one that we will not have to revisit in the near future.
Based on these underlying premises, my public comment is a
request for the US EPA region 5 and the Ohio Enviornmental
Protection Agency to withhold or postpone any records of
decision on the Bowers Landfill closure until some major
areas of concern are addressed and satisfactorily examined
by a thorough study of additional information necessary to
make a permanent environmentally sound decisions.

Jan Michael Long

Committees:

nator

gtha‘toe Sseenate Scott E. Elisar Education and Retirement
Statehouse Legislative Aide , Panking Minority Member)
Columbus, OH 43266-0604 Pam Spangler Wi

6\4?:26- g 1‘56 Secretary Highways and Transportation

Legisiative Ethics Committee




Having attended the hearing on the public comment and
question session some two weeks ago, there were some matters
that came to my attention and that raised some concerns on
my part. For example, the Bowers landfill is perhaps one of
the most toxiec and hazardous in this state, 1if not in the
United States. Yet, the closure standards that would be
applied to the Bowers Landfill would be those closure
requirements that govern the closure of a solid waste asite.
It is my understanding that this 1is acceptable because of
the technical requirements of the law as it relates to the
time of the last use of Bowers Landfill. Certainly, if the
landfill contains materials that would qualify it as a
hazardous or toxic waste landfill in 1989, then it seems to
only make sense that the closure should be made pursuant to
the guidelines and regulations governing hazardous waste
landfills. The mere fact that termination of use was some
two decades ago should not remove the closure from the
hazardous waste closure requirements.

Secondly, it was my understanding at the public hearing
that the alternatives for closure need only satisfy a
thirty-year life span requirement. From the public safety
standpoint, as well as from the public funding standpoint,
it seems as though a permanent solution should be pursued
and not one that may require additional closure remedies in
twenty or thirty years. As a legislator who is most
concerned with funding issues, I can assure you that I would
applaud efforts that deal with one time permanent costs, as

opposed to future potential unknown monetary costs for
intermedial work.

Next, I would like to comment on areas that appear to
not have been thoroughly examined in the initial alternative
proposals. The issues that should be more thoroughly
studied and further data collected, would be issues dealing
with the groundwater flow outside the immediate area of the
site. Perhaps the installation of monitoring wells between
the site and the city wells would adequately address this
issue. Additionally, there appears to have been limited if
any, testing at areas outside the site to determine the
location of any migrating waste. Before we can talk about
total containment, it would be helpful to fully understand
the extent of the contamination.

Finally, the threat of methane gas migration seems to
be one that has not been adequately examined in the process
of formulating these porposals. The question of the absence
of gas venting systems to prevent lateral migration of
methane gas should be addressed.

a®



Thus, considering all of the unknown and unanswered
variables in this very complex problem, I would strongly
urge the US EPA to postpone any record of decision until
these questions are satisfactorily examined and answered.

Again, thank you for allowing me the opportunity for
this additional public comment.

a®



The @ity of Circleville

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES
114 WEST FRANKLIN STREET
P.0O. BOX 209
CIRCLEVILLE, OHIO 43113
TELEPHONE. (614) 477-2551

. ATWOQOD P. JONES, P.E.
M|CHA5L“%RLOGAN DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC SERVICE

March 15, 1989

Ms. Erin Moran

Remedial Project Manager

Remedial and Enforcement Branch (EHS-11)
US Environmental Protection Agency

230 South Dearborn Street

Chicago, IL 60604

Dear Erin:

This letter will serve to notify the USEPA of the City of
Circleville's coamments on the "Feasibility Study for the Bowers
Landfill, Circleville, Ohio" dated February 3, 1989.

On page 1-5 of the report the first paragraph states "According to
information on file with the CEPA, the majority of waste materials
deposited on the site consisted of residential refuse collected by the
City of Circleville as well as by several private haulers in the
Circleville area." That part of the statement referring to refuse
being oollected by the City of Circleville is incorrect. The City of
Circleville has never collected residential refuse with City crews and
equipment nor has the City contracted such work to private
contractors. Residential refuse ocollection within the City of
Circleville has been and continues to be the responsibility of each
individual property owner and as such each property owner makes
arrangements with individual haulers to haul their trash.

On page 3-38 under the paragraph entitled "FErosion Control and
Drainage Improvements” the report discusses the installation of sheet-
piling protection at the north end of the landfill adjacent to the
Scioto River in order to provide containment for the stone riprap to
be installed at that location. The City's position is that both the
sheetpiling protection and the amount of riprap to be installed is not
sufficient given the fact that during severe floods the entire north
leg of the landfill is at risk. Accopding to a report prepared in
October 1966 by the Department of the Army, Huntington District, Corps
of Engineers entitled "Flood Plain Information, Scioto and Olentangy
Rivers, Ohio, Main Report", the 100 year flood elevation at the Bowers
Landfill site is approximately 675 feet above mean sea level (msl).
This 100 year flood will be over the top of the existing landfill by
approximately 10 feet. The City requests that the sheetpiling
protection be extended to the east on the up river side and that the
length of the riprap be extended considerably to oprotect the north leg
of the landfill that protrudes out into the flood plain area.



The south end of the landfill is designed to have stone riprap on the

end that protrudes into the floodplain. Since this area 1is-
immediately adjacent to the Florence Chapel Road bridge (Red River

Bridge) over the Scioto River the entire flow of water in the Scioto

River must past underneath this bridge and severe scouring problems

may occur to the edge of the landfill at this location under severe

flood conditions. The City's position is that sheetpiling needs to be

installed in this area to prevent the undermining of the riprap 1in

this area and the riprap itself needs to be extended considerably in

order to provide adequate protection in this area.

The final major area of concern of the City of Circleville with the
report involves the lack of specific recommendations for a grourd
water monitoring system that will serve to protect the City of
Circleville's public water supply. The City's existing well field is
located adjacent to the water treatment plant approximately 1 1/2
miles south of the Bowers Landfill. Approximarely eight years ago the
City of Circleville undertook an engineering investigation to
determine whether a future well field could be located at the old
pumping station site on the west side of the Scioto River off of River
Road. The site is identified on Drawing Number 1 Vicinity Map as
"Pumping Station". The City's report indicated that the area around
the old pumping station, which is currently still owned by the City of
Circleville would serve adequately as a future well field site for the
Circleville water treatment plant. There exists a 16" watermain that
runs fram the old pumping station site to the current water treatment

plant on Island Road that cquld transmit raw water to the treatment
plant.

The City feels that it is absolutely essential that adequate
monitoring for both of these locations is necessary in order to
adequately protect the City of Circleville's public water supply. The
City is of the opinion that additional monitoring wells need to be
installed off site of the Bowers Landfill and an appropriate
monitoring program be devised so that these two sites would be
adequately protected fram any migration of hazardous materials fram
the Bowers Landfill. I would suggest that the oconstruction of
additional monitoring wells and and an adequate monitoring program be
developed as part of the work to be done on whichever alternative the
USEPA selects as to the proposed solution to the problems at Bowers
Landfill. The City of Circleville will want to be involved in the
development and review of such an addendum to the proposed plan.

If you have any questions on the above matters, please do not hesitate
contacting me.

Very truly yours,

7%z

Atwoed P. Jo P.E.
Director of lic Service



@ity of Circleuille

MICHAEL E. LOGAN, MAYOR
CITY HALL, 127 SOUT~ COURT STREET
CIRCLEVILLE, OHIO 43113-1611
TELEPHONE {6'1) 477-2551

March 15, 1989

Ms. Erin Moran

Remidial Project Manager

Remidial and Enforcement Branch (EHS-11)
US Environmental Protection Agency

230 South Dearborn Street

Chicago, IL. 60604

Dear Ms. Moran:

This letter is regarding the City of Circleville's
comments on the Feasibility Study for Bowers Landfill,
Circleville, Ohioc dated February 3, 1989.

The first paragraph on page 1-5 stating the majority
of waste materials deposited on the site consisted of
residential refuse collected by the City of Circleville
as well as by several private haulers in the Circleville
area 1is not correct. I would 1like to emphasize the
City of Circleville does not collect residential refuse
with City crews and vehicles nor does the City contract
such work., Residential refuse collection within the
City of Circleville has been and continues to be the
responsibility of each individual property owner and
each individual property owner makes arrangements with
private haulers to haul their refuse.

The City's position concerning erosion control and
drainage improvements is that ©both the sheetpiling
protection and the amount of riprap to be installed
is not sufficient due to the fact that during severe
flooding the entire end of the dike is at danger. The
City requests that the sheetpiling protection to be
extended to the east on the up river side and that the
length of the riprap to be extended extensively to protect
the north end of the landfill that protrudes out into
the flood plain area.

CIRCLEVILLE. OHIO IN 1838




Since the south end of the 1landfill is immediately
adjacent to the Florence Chapel Road bridge over the
Scioto River, the entire flow of water in the Scioto
River must pass beneath this bridge and serious scouring
problems may occur to the edge of the landfill at this
location under serious flood conditions. The City's
viewpoint is that additional sheetpiling needs to be
installed in this area to prevent the undermining of
the riprap and the riprap itself needs to be extended
considerably in order to provide adequate protection
in this area.

A major interest of the City of Circleville concerns
the lack of specific recommendations for a ground water
monitoring system that will serve to protect the City
of Circleville's public water supply. The City's existing
well field is located adjacent to the water treatment
plant approximately 1 1/2 miles south of the Bowers
Landfill. Approximately eight years ago the City of
Circleville undertook an engineering investigation to
establish whether a future well field could be located
at the o0ld pumping station site on the west side of
the Scioto River, off of River Road. The site is
identified on drawing number 1 on the Vincinity Map
as "Pumping Station". The City's report implied that
the area around the old pumping station, part of which
is currently still owned by the City of Circleville
would serve adequately as a future well field site for
the Circleville water treatment plant. There exists
a 16" watermain that runs from the old pumping station
site to the current water treatment plant on Island
Road.

I would 1like to stress that the City is extremely
concerned in having adequate monitoring for both of
these locations in order to sufficiently protect the
City of Circleville's public water supply. The City
strongly suggests that monitoring wells be installed
off site of the Bowers Landfill in such a manner that
would detect any migration of hazardous materials in
the direction of these facilities.




My opinion 1is that additional monitoring wells need
to be drilled and an appropriate monitoring program
be devised so that these two sites would be adequately
protected from any migration of materials from the Bowers
Landfill. I would suggest that the construction of
additional monitoring wells and adequate monitoring
wells and a sufficient monitoring program be developed
as part of the work to be done on whichever alternative
that the USEPA selects as to the suggested solution
to the ©problems at Bowers Landfill. The City of
Circleville will want to be involved in the review and
development of such an addendum to the proposed plan.

If you should have any questions regarding the above
concerns, please do not hesitate contacting me.

Very truly yours,

Mifhael E. Logané

MAyor of Circleville




ChicEPA
Stats of Ohic Enviroamental Protaction Agency \

Centrai District Otfice
P O. Box 1049, 1800 WaterMark Dr.

Columbus, Ohio 43266-0149 Richard F Celeste
(614) 644-2055 Governor
March 15, 1989 RE: Comments on Proposed Plan

for Bowers Landfill

Georgette Nelms

Office of Public Affairs
U. S. EPA, Region V

230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604

Dear Ms. Nelms:

Ohio EPA has several comments on the Proposed Plan for Baowers
Landfill, Circleville, Ohio. Because of uncertainties not
addressed or answvered in the Remedial Investigatian (RI) or
Feasibility Study (FS), Alternative 4 may be viewed as an interim
action rather than a final remedy. State ARAR's will only be met
by Alternative 4 if the conditions at the site remain stable. If
the conditions change, State ARAR's may not be met by this
alternative. Therefore, a more detailed contingency plan for
emergency removal and a more detailed ground water monitoring
program are necessary if the selected remedy is to be accepted as
the remedial action.

A detailed contingency plan and a more extensive ground water
monitoring program must be included in the Record of Decision
(ROD). Because U. S. EPA maintains that the States have only
those rights set forth in Sections 113 and 121 of CERCLA and that
the States are somehow precluded from enforcing State laws at NPL
sites, addressing these issues during the design phase will not
afford the State of Ohio substantial meaningful involvement in
the initiation, development, and selection of the remedial action
or insure that the remedy complies with.State law. Given the
limited role assigned to the State by U. S. EPA, considerable
detail in the remedial alternative must be agreed to immediately
if Ohio EPA is to concur with the ROD.

The Proposed Plan does not describe the contingency plan that
will be implemented should the preferred remedial alternative
fail. Therefore, the ROD should address those situations (e.g.
detection of ground water or surface water contamination, erosion
of the cap, damage to the fence, production of leachate or gas)
that will trigger the implemantation of the contingency plan.

The ROD should also address the levels of contamination that will
trigger the implementation of the contingency plan, the actions
that will be taken as part of the contingency plan, and identify
those who will carry out the contingency plan.



Georgette Nelms

Office of Public Affairs
U. S. EPA, Region V

Page 2

March 15, 1989

The Proposed Plan alsc does not adequately describe the ground
water maenitoring pragram that will be established as part of the
preferred remedial alternative. Therefore, the ROD needs to
specify which wells will be sampled, how often the wells will be
sampled, and for what parameters the wells will be csampled. The
wells should be sampled on a monthly or bimonthly basis for the
first year and on a quarterly basis for the next two to five
years. If the levels of contamination in the ground water do not
increase over this time period, then a reduction in the frequency
of sampling may be considered. The samples from the wells should
be analyzed for all target compounds each time the wells are
sampled.

The installation of additional ground water monitoring wells is
also necessary to develop a monitoring well system that will
adequately detect potential future releases of contaminants from
the site. Well clusters shouild bhe installed in the following
locatians:

1. Between Well Location S5 and Well Location 6.
2. Between Well W-10 and the bend of the landfill.

3. Offsite, between the landfill and the Circleville municipal
well field.

Because of flooding of the Scioto River and uncertainty about the
amount, composition, and mobility of wastes in the landfill,
conditions at Bowers Landfill are likely to change. In order to
fully comply with State law and protect the environment, the ROD
must have a contingency plan that can be eaeily and rapidly
implemented and a ground water monitoring system that will
adequately detect any potential future releases of contaminants.

Sincerely,

Wbewah. ¢ Szt

Deborah J. Strayton
Office of Corrective Actions
Central District Office

cc Erin Moran, U.S. EPA, Region V
Maury Walsh, OEPA, Deputy Director
Dave Strayer, OEPA, OCA
Kathy Davidson, OEPA, OCA
Cindy Hafner, OEPA, LlLegal
Jack Van Kley, OAG
Chris Korleski, OAG
Jan Michael Long, Ohio Senate
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COMMISSIONERS CLERK-ADMINISTRATOR

GEORGE M. HAMRICK TERRENCE J. BERRIGAN
JOMN F. FISSELL Telephone 614-474-8093
RUTH NEFF 014-474-8004

PICKAWAY COUNTY 814-474-8096

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
ROOM 5, COURT HOUSE
CIRCLEVILLE, OHIO 43113

March 15, 1989

Georgette Nelms
Office of Public Affairs
Chicago, Illinois 60604

Ms. Nelms,

After reviewing the EPA's planned response to the Bowers Landfill problem,
we feel it is our obligation to offer our camments for the public record.

Many citizens of Pickaway County have devoted a great deal of time and
effort in studying the technical aspects of the EPA's studies and recammendations.

_ They have presented to us their concerns and after considering the information,
we would strongly request the USEPA Region 5 and the Ohio EPA to postpone

a Record of Decision until the following four major areas of concern are re-
considered:

1. We have received conflicting accounts as to the direction of the
groundwater flow. If the USEPA did not study groundwater flow outside the
inmediate area of the site, an inaccurate assumption of the potential risk
to our water supply oould be made.

2. According to reports, tests to discover the contaminants have generally
been restricted to around the site. Without testing larger areas around the
landfill, no evidence of off-site migration could be determined.

3. We have been informed that landfills can exhaust mathane gas as a
by-product. If so, without a gas venting system, surrounding hames would
be exposed to a risk of methane gas contamination.

4. Concerns have been raised that the EPA is planning to use cleanup
standards based on "current Ohio solid waste landfill closures standards.”
We also share those concerns as solid waste closure laws are not appropriate
for hazardous waste sites.



~” COMMISSIONERS
QEORQGE H. HAMRICK
JOHN F. FISSELL
RUTH NEFF

March 15, 1989

X Page 2

PICKAWAY COUNTY
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
" AOOM 5, COURT HOUSE
CIRCLEVILLE, OHIO 43113

CLERK-ADMINISTRATOR
TERRENCE J. BERAIGAN
Telaphane §14-474-8003
$14-474-8004
614-474-8008

In closing, the Pickaway County Board of Camissioners urges you to not
camit to one plan of action until all these matters have been publicly addressed

in greater detail.

Sincerely,

THE PICKAWAY COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS ’

John F. Fissell

Ruth E. Neff

George H. Hanrick

jm



AFTER FIVE DAYS, RETURN TO

PICKAWAY COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

BASEMENT, COURT HOUSE
CIRCLEVILLE, OHIO 43113

- SAVE
YOURR VISION
WEEK

Georgette Nelms

Cammunity Relations Coordinator

USEPA Region 5

Office of Public Affairs

S5PA-14 .
230 South Dearbormn Street

Chicago, Illinois 60604

lil.““l(IC.l"‘llIillll.il.lll'|'Il|lll"t"ll"“




OhicEPA
State of Ohio Enviroamestal Protection Agency

Central District Office
P.0. Box 1049, 1800 WaterMark Or.

Columbus, Ohio 43268-0149 Richarg F. Celeste
{614) 644-2055 Governor
March 16, 1989 RE: Bowers Landfill

Georgette Nelms

Office of Public Affairs (S5PA-14)
U. S. EPA, Region V ‘

230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604

Dear Ms. Nelms:

Enclosed are the originals of the comment letters that Ohio EPA
sent to you by FAX on March 15, 1989. These letters include Ohio
EPA's comment letter on the Proposed Plan and State Senator Jan
Michael Long's comment letter on the Feasibility Study and the
Proposed Plan for Bowers Landfill.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (614) 644-2085.

Sincerely,

MQ\W
Beborah J. Strayton

Office of Corrective Actions
Central District Office



Comments from Potentially
Responsible Parties
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E. I. ou PONT DE NEMOURS & COMPANY
INCORPORATED

CIRCLEVILLE, OHIO 43113

March 15, 1989

Ms. Georgette Nelms

Community Relations Coordinator
Office of Public Affairs

US EPA Region 5

230 South Dearborn

Chicago, Illinois 60604

Dear Ms. Nelms:

Enclosed is a copy of the remarks I made regarding the
Bower’s Landfill during the public meeting held at the
-+iCic iil€ hHiyn SCULULUL, sou cidasan Lo i o

March 28, 1989.

~1l

vaearve, \;LLuicv.L.a..u:, “el 2

If you have u.., 4=-Ilious, pleuse co.tact me.
Sincerely,

’{ /A}A

i R. E. Berlin
Site Services Superintendent
| Du Pont Circleville Plant

JNSO08/8h
Enclosure

. There’s a world of things we're doing something about
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- CONTACT:

Ron Berlin, Site Services Superintendent
Nt Pant Nirrlevilla Plane

Phone: 614-474-0240
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From 1965 to 1968 we disposed of Mylar® polyester scraps and rolls that
didn’'t meet customer snecification in the landfill. We also disposed of
Mylar® polymer, which amounts to the same materfal solidified in large
pieces. Mylar®, as you probably already know, is a, thin sheet of film
vith a variety of everyday uses such as food wrap and packaging.’ Chemically,
Mylar® is the same as the polyester fiber that is in much of our clothing.

Small quantities of materials such as paint, degreasers, lab chemicals, and

maintenance supplies have gone to the landfill, but the bulk of our materials
in tue tanalill s wyau.”

When concerns develcpcd over the landfill, we felt it was inportan;:&'thnc a
study be done to determine whether the landfill presented any threat to health
or the enviromment. For that reason, :we agreed-along vith.PPG to. jointly fund
the $700,000 feasibility study. ' e

The feasibility study lists nine alternatives for dealing with the landfill.
EPA has already stated that it prefers Alternative No. 4. We teel Alternativc
No. 3 1is the more appropriate method to address any concerns about the
landfill. Let me remind you of the provisions of the two, alternatives. Both
of the alternatives call for groundwater monitoring, 'i"e"s'%ticting use of and

access to the site, managing surface debris, and improving erosion control,
flood protection and drainage. . . g

In addition, Alternative No. 3 calls for areas of the existing landfill cap
vhich shows erosion to be identified and repaired with natural clay soil.

*Additional %¢lay™ would be filled in~to prevantvsurface water “from forming in

ponds. Maintenance and improvements to the existing vegetation cover would be
made to Inhibit erosion. The cover would be inspected regularly for
BCL.. w. aleevpla. . Alteiriu...c No. &, pr.’ " vy the LPA, cails for
cutting down trees and similar vegetation that have grown up over the last 20

years and installing a new clay cap, an,tho landfill. e

" as0ossanr-1’ .y

2728/89




DU _PONT STATEMENT ON BOWERS IANDFILL (Continued)

While the cost of Alternative No. 4 is higher than that of Alternative No. 3,
our main concern is not the cost but the environmental intrusion cthat
Al*~-nacive No. 4 might cause. In our opinion, removing existing vegetation
does not appear to be warranted; will disrupt the ecological system currently
in place; will have a detrimental effect on the stability of the fill side
slope; and will create a continuing, long-term maintenance problem.

The remedial investigation indicates that there s no continuing release of
contaminants from the site. The study_.does not indicate that the landfill

LS presents a substantial threat which would require the severe remedial measures
called for in Alternative No. 4. Based on currently available data, securing
the site and providing regular, long-term monitoring is all that is called for
at the site. In the unlikely event that monitoring indicates that a problem
is developing, prompt remedial action cansbe taken.

*- Although there is no imminent health or environmental risl nosed by the site,
we feel it is prudent to monitor the site. to assure tiac ctnere is no future

‘ problem. We feel that Alternative No...3.'is a more than adequate method to

PrvC assure that the health and environment of:ithe community is protected.
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APPENDIX B

COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES
AT BOWERS LANDFILL




COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES
AT BOWERS LANDFILL

Community relations activities conducted at Bowers Landfill to date have included the

following:

. U.S. EPA conducted community interviews with local officials and interested
residents (March 1983).

. U.S. EPA established an information repository at the Pickaway County District
Library in Circleville, Ohio (July 1984).

. U.S. EPA held a public meeting to discuss and solicit public comments on the
consent order (March 1985).

. U.S. EPA held a comment period on the consent order (February 22 to March 25,
1985).

. U.S. EPA prepared a community relations plan (May 1985).

. U.S. EPA developed a response to public comments (responsiveness summary) on
the consent order (July 1985).

. U.S. EPA held a public meeting to discuss the responsiveness summary (August
1985).

. U.S. EPA distributed an update on activities at Bowers Landfill (November 1985).

. The Bowers Landfill Information Committee was established. Twelve meetings
were held before and during the remedial investigation and feasibility study
(RI/FS) (November 1985; January, March, June, August, and October 1986;
March, June, and September 1987; and January, June, and November 1988).

. U.S. EPA developed and distributed a glossary and other materials to assist people
with non-technical backgrounds in understanding sampling results presented in RI
technical memoranda (May 1987).

. U.S. EPA developed and distributed a fact sheet on applicable or relevant and

appropriate requirements (ARARs) (April 1988).



U.S. EPA developed and distributed a fact sheet explaining the preliminary results
of the RI (June 1988).

U.S. EPA developed and distributed a fact sheet explaining the final RI resuits
and the results of the endangerment assessment (EA) (September 1988).

U.S. EPA held a public meeting in Circleville to discuss results of the RI and EA.
Approximately 70 people attended (September 14, 1988).

U.S. EPA released the FS report and Proposed Plan for public review and
comment (February 1989).

U.S. EPA held a public comment period on the FS and Proposed Plan (February
14 to March 16, 1989).

U.S. EPA prepared and distributed a fact sheet on the FS and Proposed Plan
(February 1989).

U.S. EPA held a public meeting in Circleville to present the results of the FS,
describe the Agency’s preferred remedial alternative for Bowers Landfill, respond
to citizens’ questions, and record public comments on the FS and Proposed Plan.
Approximately 70 people attended this meeting. A transcript of the meeting is
available in the information repository (February 28, 1989).
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INTRODUCTION

This report contains U.S. EPA Region V and Ohio EPA's response to public
comments received on the consent order between U.S. EPA, Ohio EPA, E.I. du
Pont de Nemours and Company, and PPG Industries, Inc., under which Du Pont
and PPG will perform a Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study of the
Bowers Landfill in Circleville Ohio.

Included are the public comments received during the comment period, and the
Agencies' responses to them. The comments are condensed and paraphrased in
Section I for clarity or to combine similar comments. The full text of each
written and verbal comment is included in Appendix D, Because numerous detailed
comments were received on the subjects of community involvement and splitting

samples, specifically, the Agencies' response to those are detailed in Appendices
A and B.

As called for in the consent order, a 30-day public comment period was held.
The comment period began February 22, 1985. In response to requests to extend
the comment period, written comments were accepted until April 24, 1985, A
public meeting was held on March 14, 1985 in Circleville, at which oral
comments were received,

CONTENTS
Section 1 - Agency response to comments
Appendix A - Response to comments on community involvement
Appendix B - Response to comments on split sampling
Appendix C - List of commenters
Appendix D - Written comments and transcript of March 14
public meeting
Appendix £ - U.S. EPA memo of 10/84 regarding release of unreviewed

data, and Hazardous Substances List



Comments from ACTION

1. Contaminant plumes may have moved off site, and so would not be
detected in the sampling plan as proposed.

RESPONSE:

It is unlikely that the contaminant plumes have moved entirely off

the site, so the sampling sites in the immediate vicinity of the
1andfill are appropriate for this stage of the investigation. However,
if the investigation should indicate a need for sampling farther off-
site, the workplan allows for that. (See pages 4 and 15 of the workplan
dated 5/29/84, which say that additional monitoring wells or surface
water sampling can be added. The Quality Assurance Project Plan of
8/15/84, page 4 also says further investigation may be needed to
define the extent of contamination. The need for further investigation
will be determined as part of the RI report.)

2. Contamination could be over looked during droughts, so sampling should
be required in the spring. Year-round sampling would give a better
idea of the overall extent of contamination.

RESPONSE: The workplan (page 15) requires sampling during low and
moderate flows, so that samples will not be taken during drought
conditions. The agencies want to find maximum levels of contaminants, so
it isn't advisable to sample during flood times when contaminants

would probably be diluted. Also, the sampling points may be inaccessible
during flood times. However, if the initial rounds of sampling

indicate a need for sampling during the spring, and the sampling points
are accessible, that will be required.

3. Why isn't Tong-term sampling included in the agreement?

RESPONSE: The consent agreement covers only the work needed during the
remedial investigation/feasibility study phase of the project. The

RI is intended to characterize the contamination from a site so that

a decision can be made about the best actions to take at the site. By
necessity, the investigation is limited in time. However, long-term
monitoring is a very important consideration for the future, and will
be considered during the feasibility study.

4. ACTION believes that a $400,000 ceiling has been placed on the cost of
the RI/FS, and that the private parties don't have to pay for any costs
beyond the original scope of the agreement.

RESPONSE: There is no ceiling of $400,000 placed upon the cost of the
RI/FS. The respondents' obligation is-to complete a remedial investigation

and perform a feasibilty study of the site in accordance with the RI/FS
workptan.
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5. The activities are strung-out over to long a time period. The
activities should be scheduled simultaneously.

RESPONSE: Some activities are overlapped to 1imit the amount of
time the study will take. Our experience shows that it's difficult
to complete a remedial investigation in less time than is currently
scheduled, and we believe the schedule is realistic in light of the
complex nature of the work.

6. Sampling should be required to obtain baseline data prior to the
start of the RI.

RESPONSE: Background samples (baseline data) are part of the proposed
investigation. Surface water and sediment samples will be taken

from the Scioto River upstream from the landf{l1l. At least one
monitoring well (W-9) will be located upgradient of the landfill
site, from which soil and groundwater samples will be collected.
Private wells located in the area also will be sampled. 25 soil
samples, a number of which are located away from the landfill,

should provide a reasonable basis to determine background soil
inorganic concentrations near the site.

Most of the organic contaminants of concern at the site do not occur
naturally. Therefore, any occurrence of the manufactured chemicals
would be above natural background levels. If upgradient sampling
locations are also significantly affected by these contaminants, then
further investigation might be warranted to differentiate the site-
related contaminants.

7. Split samples should be provided to the community.

RESPONSE: Addressed in attachment on split sampling.

8. Citizens must be notified prior to changes in sampling points, and should
be able to provide input.

RESPONSE: Addressed in attachment on community involvement

9. There are descrepancies between the Hazardous Substance List, the
detection limits 1ist, and the 1ist of chemicals to be sampled at
the Bowers site. Why aren't specific_compounds being analyzed?
RESPONSE: The Consent Agreement contains the correct CAS numbers for
vinyl chloride and dichloroethane. The most recent Hazardous Substance
List, and the detection limits for those substances, is attached.
All parties analyzing samples during the_site investigation will be
required to use this most recent list. In addition to the substances
listed, dioxin will be sampled for, using detection limits of 100 ppt
for water, sediments and soil. O-xylenes will be analyzed under
total xylenes. Endosulfan I and II are listed as Endosulfan alpha
and beta, respectively, on the HSL. Clorodibromomethane is 1isted on
the HSL as dibromochloromethane. 1,2 diphenylhydrazine won't be
analyzed because it breaks down easily during extraction so results
aren*t meaningful. Analytical methods for acrolein and acrylonitrile
are not effective. Flurotrichloromethane (referred to as dichlorodifbrono-

methane in the comment) does not appear in water samples. All samples will
be disposed of according to applicable state and federal laws.
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10. There should be quarterly public meetings.

RESPONSE: Addressed in attachment on community involvement.

11-13. There should be more than $11,000 allocated to implement the
community relations plan. Monies not spent on community relations
in one fiscal year, should be moved to the next. Community
reTations will not be pertormed if funds are not 1ncreased.
Tndustry shouid cover the costs of community relations activities.

RESPONSE: As part of the administration of the Superfund program,
Region V has resources (ie. staff time, travel budget) allocated

to conduct community relations. Because there are so many sites,

the Agency has contractors to assist the region's community relations
staff. The contractors primarily prepare fact sheets, graphics aids
for public meetings, etc. The $11,000 budget for contractor support
for the Bowers site is separate from the RI/FS budget, and has
already been obligated. Money not used one fiscal year is carried
over to the next year. In our experience, $11,000 is more than
adequate to supply the community with materials; the typical budget
is $9,000. If more funds are needed, the region can request supplemental
funds from Washington, or the work can be supplemented by in-house
writers and graphic artists. The region has not found it appropriate
to give the Respondents responsibility for producing community
informational materials. It is Y.S. EPA's policy to attempt to
recover all costs for a site, including community relations funds.

14. There should be an evacuation plan and a warning system for the
surrounding residents.

RESPONSE: Investigators from the Region's Emergency Response Section
visited the site in May 1985 to assess whether any immediate threat may
be posed by the site. The Agency concluded that there isn't a need

for an evacuation plan during the RI/FS portion of the project.

This decision is based on the following:

1) no air contamination was detected with specialized equipment used
during the recent investigation;

2) the large distance on the downgradient side of the landfill between
the drilling locations and the residences;

3) al1 drilling will occur outside the landfill boundaries so that any
containerized material will not be affected;

4) because any gases encountered in the subsurface during drilling
will be uncontained they will dissipate;

5) if any gases are released to the surface during drilling, the
wide open area in which the landfill is situated allows for sample
dissipation of gases, and

6) during drilling, the air will be continuous]y moni tored.

A specialized Health and Safety Plan will be prepared for the site
which will include an evacuation plan for site workers, consultation
with the closest fire department, hospital, etc. A copy of the site-
specific plan will be made available when it is completed.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

There are discrepancies regarding the size of the landfill in various
agency and legal documents. Also, the age of the landfill 1s referred
to differently in various documents.

RESPONSE: The area to be investigated is the area of the property that
was used for disposal of waste. That area is 12 acres, according to
site records. On the long leg of the "L" shaped site, the landfill

is 3000 ft north/south; it is another 1000 ft. in length on the short
leg, which totals 4000 feet. The other dimensions are approximately
120-125 ft and 10-15 ft. The agencies consider 1958 or 1959 to be the
year the site began operating, and 1968 as the year the site became
inactive, although new information appears to show that the site
closed in 1969.

The site should be fenced under the emergency criteria of the NCP

because the site 1s being used for hunting, children's play and
dirt biking.

RESPONSE: As a result of this comment, Region V's Emergency Response
team evaluated the site in May 1985 to determine whether site access
does pose an immediate health or environmental threat as defined by
the National Contingency Plan. They determined that a fence is not
necessary because:

1) the only unnatural material observed at the site was drums which
all appeared to be empty, and plastic nonhazardous material, and

2) the site held a full spread of vegetation, which indicates that
the topsoil may not be contaminated.

U.S. EPA will erect additional warning signs at the site, particularly
at the small access paths along the west side of the site.

What is meant by trade secret? What types of information does this
include? What recourse do citizens have to obtain information
classified as CBI. All data should be released to ACTION.

RESPONSE: No information is being withheld regarding the site because
it is considered a trade secret or business confidential, and we do
not expect that any information generated during the RI/FS would meet
the criteria for business confidentiality. The regulations explaining
these concepts can be reviewed under Section 2.201-2.215 of the Code
of Federal Regulations, and Section 149.43 of the Qhio Revised Code.

Any place the word "memorandum” is mentioned in the consent agreement,

it should be replaced by "reports, documentation or sampling data.”

RESPONSE: Whether a document is described as a memorandum or a report
does not affect its confidentiality or make it exempt from disclosure.
A document is judged on its content and not on its title. U.S. EPA

does not withhold information only because it is labeled "memorandum."”
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Raw data should be provided to ACTION and the county health department
at the same time EPA and industry receive i1t. Prior notice should be
provided of any changes to the various plans.

RESPONSE: Addressed in the attachment concerning community involvement.

What are the standards for treating volatile samples?

RESPONSE: Volatile organic analysis of water samples must be performed
within 7 days of the sampling date, and soil sample analysis must be
performed within 10 days of the sampling date. Acid and base neutral
extractable compounds, pesticdes and PCB water samples must be extracted
within 5 days (10 days for soil) of sampling date and completely analyzed
within 40 days of extraction. The holding time for low and medium
concentration inorganic compounds, along with sample handling requirements,
are listed in Appendix B, Table I of the Quality Assurance Project Plan.

A holding time is the period in which a sample remains stable enough

to be analyzed, and therefore can be used to represent its source.

"Not established" means the time is not a clearly defined number or

a universally agreed upon number. In those cases, the agencies require
that samples be analyzed in a timely manner that will allow the project
to progress.

A1l samples will be taken, preserved, shipped and packed as indicated
in Appendix B, Table I of the QAPP, as noted in the consent agreement.

Work should not continue unless EPA project directors are onsite. If not,

industry should pay for a citizen representative to be onsite.

RESPONSE: As a result of this comment, and others received, U.S.
EPA has arranged to have a representative from PRC Environmental
Management, Inc. onsite overviewing all field activities to
ensure that the PRPs comply with the Administrative Order and the
National Contingency Plan. One representative will be on site
during all field activities. An additional person will be on site
when samples are taken. Ohio EPA plans to have a representative
onsite during important field activities.

ACTION questions the U.S. EPA project manager's expertise.

RESPONSE: Erin Moran has an excellent educational and professional
technical background, and is one of the senior members of Region

V's Superfund staff. The role of the Remedial Project Manager is to
manage and coordinate a number of technical projects and evaluations
that are needed to successfully investigate a site. For specific parts
of an investigation, the project manager may call upon the expertise
of specialists who have specific training for that part and who can
spend a great deal of time on that particular aspect. This is
especially true for complex sites. It is not at all unusual for EPA
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project managers to seek assistance from a number of hydrogeologists,
biologists, chemists or soil scientists, for example, to aid in a

site investigation. At the March public meeting, Ms. Moran deferred
questions to the hydrogeologist present because some citizens had
specifically requested that a hydrogeologist attend the meeting. The
region believes that Ms. Moran is able to fulfill the demanding job of
project manager.

The gravel pitting operations around the landfill should be sampled, and

if the gravel 1s contaminated, the pitting should be stopped. Signs should
be placed around the perimeter of the Tandfill, and a gate should be

placed at the SE entrance.

RESPONSE: A steel cable with U.S. EPA warning signs has been placed

at the southern entrance to the site, which limits access to the Bowers
Landfi1l and to Quarry B. OEPA has observed the site, and has determined
that the cable prevents removal of gravel from the site. Because the
gravel pit is upgradient of the fill, it is unlikely that the gravel is
contaminated by the site. To be sure, the RI/FS workplan calls for one
surface water sample to be taken from the quarry east of the site.

EPA shouldn't be able to override local and state laws when choosing

remedial actions. The community should be given 60 days to comment on

the final remedial action, and a public meeting should be held.

RESPONSE: The National Contingency Plan requires U.S. EPA to solicit public
comments on its recommended remedial action for a site, and to consider
those comments in making a final decision. EPA guidelines suggest a three
week public comment period; however, the region can provide more time at
its discretion, if it won't significantly interfere with the agency

being able to take action at the site. A public meeting definitely will

be held to discuss and take comments on the various cleanup alternatives.

U.S. EPA and OEPA are required under law to dispose of hazardous waste
in a safe and proper manner, and both agencies will go beyond what is
minimally required to be sure hazardous wastes are disposed of properly.

A public meeting should be held to explain decisions made on the basis

of the comments.

RESPONSE: A public meeting will be held to describe the final consent
agreement, and to explain how the comments have been responded to.

TRINITY LUTHERAN CHURCH
ALFRED KREBS

1.

The industries responsible for the toxic waste problems at Bowers cannot

be trusted to perform an honest investigation.

RESPONSE: The Superfund law allows U.S. EPA to have the parties considered
potentially responsible for hazardous materials at a site to pay for and
conduct investigations and clean ups under the close supervision of EPA.
In fact, the agency is required to try to recover any money it spends from
private parties. Having the responsible parties conduct the investigations
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saves public monies for those sites where no potentially responsible
parties can be found. However, the agency still maintains control over
the objectivity of the investigations. The parties enter into a legal
agreement with U.S. EPA (and in this case, Ohio EPA also) that requires
them to perform the work using plans approved by the agencies, to follow

EPA quality assurance guidelines, and to submit all information to the
agencies for approval.

MURIEL WRIGHT
1. Work should begin as soon as possible on the investigation of the
Bowers LandfilTl, so the comment period should not be extended 30 days.

RESPONSE: U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA extended the comment period on the
consent agreement because of numerous comments received that 30 days
was insufficient time to evaluate the complex workplans. The agencies
determined that extending the comment period would not significantly
affect the investigation schedule.

CITY OF CIRCLEVILLE, DEPT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES
JOHN A. JORDAN

1. Who will actually be doing site work needs clarification.

RESPONSE: The work will be done by a contractor or contractors hired by
PPG and duPont. As soon as the names of the specific contractors are
known, they will be made public.

CH2M Hi11 and Warzyn have contracts with the federal government, and
have worked on this project until the present time. Another U.S. EPA
contractor, Camp, Dresser, McKee, and PRC Environmental Management, Inc.
will function as consultants to U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA as the agencies
overview the work performed by the respondents and their contractors.

2. Has U.S. EPA received permission from property owners to do testing on
the site and adjoining areas?

RESPONSE: Under the consent agreement, Part II, the Respondents are
required to gain access to the property to do the required work. Access
to the 1andfill has been achieved, and that agreement is attached to the
consent agreement in Appendix A. The Respondents also are required to
obtain any agreements necessary to provide access to U.S. EPA, Ohio EPA
and their authorized representatives.

3. Who will be on the project team? ~

RESPONSE: Erin Moran is the Remedial Project Manager for U.S. EPA for
the Bowers Landfill project. Lundy Adelsburger is the project manager
representing Ohio EPA. Also, U.S. EPA has contracted with the firm
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PRC Environmental Management, Inc. to represent Ms. Moran on site
during all field activity to ensure that the Respondents comply with
the consent agreement and the National Contingency Plan.

The city should have access to test data as it becomes available,

particularly groundwater analyses. Who will do analyses for the agencies,
and other parties.

RESPONSE: Addressed partially in attachment on community involvement.
U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA contract with labs to perform the analyses. Other
parties can have any lab that follows the Quality Assurance Project Plan
for the site perform their analyses.

What steps will be taken to ensure that the monitoring wells don't

contaminate the city's wells? Are 100 ft. wells deep enough? Will there
detinitely be a third round of sampling 1t information from the first
two rounds 1s contradictory or inconclusive?

RESPONSE: Well drilling causes only very localized turbidity in the
groundwater; any disturbance would be right at the installation point.
Drilling wells through the landfill could potentially make conduits
for contamination, so no wells will be drilled through the site.

Based on existing information on the site's hydrogeology and
predominant types of contamination, the contaminated groundwater from
the site is probably flowing into the Scioto River near the landfill.
The proposed monitoring well system is designed to detect contamination
going that way. There is a potential for contaminants that are

heavier than water, such as chlorinated organic compounds, to sink
within the groundwater flow system beneath the site. To ensure that
this type of situation is adequately investigated, the Work Plan and
Quality Assurance Project Plan will be modified to change the location
and depth of the deep wells. Monitoring well P4B will become P5B at the
southern tip of the 1andfill. A1l of the deep monitoring wells (P58B,
P6B, and P8B) will be drilled to the underlying shale formation instead
of to the 100 foot depth limit. The well screens will be placed just
above the shale unless contaminated zones are detected above the shale
as noted in the Work Plan and QAPP.

1f sampling results are inconclusive or contradictory or are
insufficient to allow the agencies to develop a plan for remedial
action at the site, additional sampling will be required.

The Quality Assurance and Sampling Plan (g% 2, paragraph 2) incorrectly
says the City maintains an infiltration gallery approximately one mile

downstream from the site on the west bank of the river. That gallery

was abandoned.

RESPONSE: The infiltration gallery was abandoned since the site Workplan
was written. The plan will be changed to reflect this comment.
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The QAPP says organic gases came off ponded water along the western
edge of the waste berm. When was this done and what were the results?

RESPONSE: During a site visit by U.S. EPA, OEPA, CH2M Hill, and
Warzyn on February 23, 1984, an HNU photoionizer detected low levels
(2.2 parts per million) of volatile organic gases immediately above a
leachate seep on the west side of the north-south landfill berm, No
other readings above background were reported during the site visit.

Will U.S. EPA split samples with Pickaway county, and if so, who will
do analyses?

RESPONSE: Addressed in attachment on split sampling,

Has U.S. EPA abandoned theory of one upgradient and three down gradient
monitoring wells?

RESPONSE: The three downgradient, one upgradient well is a requirement
for monitoring sites under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.
The quanity and location of wells installed during remedial investi-
gations of CERCLA sites is based on the scope of investigation needed
to identify a remedy for the site.

What will the monitoring wells be cased with?

RESPONSE: All monitoring wells, except W-12 and W-13, will be
constructed of threaded PVC well casings and stainless steel well
screens. Monitoring wells W-12 and W-13 will be constructed with
stainless steel.

The City wants a list of detection limits for samples.

RESPONSE: The 1ist is attached,

PICKAWAY COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
DONALD STROUS, RALPH ANKROM

1.

The county wants to submit names for citizen representation on the
research project team.

RESPONSE: Addressed in attachment on community involvement

Split sampling should be conducted during the testing.

RESPONSE: Addressed in attachment on split sampling.
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ORAL COMMENTS RECEIVED AT PUBLIC MEETING, MARCH 14, 1985

Most comments received at the public meeting were repeated in the written

comments, and so are addressed in the preceding pages. The following comments
were presented at the meeting, but not in writing:

1.

*page 42, Cynthia Gillen. Ohio EPA should send ACTION results from

previous sampling.

RESPONSE: Ohio EPA sent Ms. Gillen copies of sampling results from
Circleville and Earnhart Hi1l Water District.

Page 79 Linda King. Will dioxin be tested for?

RESPONSE: Dioxin will be sampled for in the first round of soil, sediment
and groundwater testing.

Page 86, David Cannon. It is appropriate to extend the comment period

by 30 days.

RESPONSE: U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA extended the public comment period
by 30 days.

Page 87-88, Linda King. Air monitoring should be addressed in the agreement.

RESPONSE: Monitoring of air quality will be performed while investigators
are onsite. This is primarily for the safety of onsite workers because

of their close proximity to site contaminants, especially during well
drilling and other activities that disturb existing conditions. However,
the air quality monitoring will also be applicable to evaluating conditions
that could affect the safety of nearby residents.

The air quality monitoring consists of measuring volatile organic gases
and explosive mixtures of gas. All soil borings will be monitored for
volatile organic gases, as specified in the Work Plan, page 11.

Page 89 Gary Betts. Although some people distrust government and

industry, he believes people will support an effort to get sites such

as Bowers cleaned up.

RESPONSE: U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA's goal is to get the site investigated
and cleaned up if necessary, and we appreciate everyone's support.

Page 90 Ralph Dunkle. There is evidence that material is still being

disposed of at the site.

RESPONSE: U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA have no evidence that dumping is still

occurring at the site, but any information to the contrary should be reported
immediately to one of the agencies.

* page numbers refer to the pages of the official transcript
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10.

1.

Page 92-93 Mary Anne Edsall. Citizens will be exposed to contaminants

during driiling.

RESPONSE: Contaminants during drilling are very unlikely to reach any
citizen not actually on the site near the drilling. See also response
to written comment on page three.

Page 95 Marsha Schneider. The order should include provisions to protect

the rights and property of adjacent land owners.

RESPONSE: Under the consent agreement, the respondents are responsible

for contacting the landowners and making arrangements with them for

access to their property. By signing the consent agreement, the respondents
have no more rights than they had previously concerning access to any

land, including the Bowers Landfill itself.

Page 96-98 Dr. William Myers. 1) The County Health Department offers its

assistance to U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA 1n conducting the investigation;

2) a tull investigation s necessary; 3) the agencies didn"t provide

enough information to the public up to this point.

RESPONSE: 1) U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA appreciate the offer of assistance,
and hope to work cooperatively with the health department throughout
the Superfund project; 2) the agencies agree that a full investigation
is vital to determining the type and extent of contamination at the
site; 3) during negotiations with responsible parties, the agencies are
unable to provide information that may have to be used for litigation
if the negotiations should fail to result in a consent agreement.

Page 98 Cynthia Gillen. Judy Beck of U.S. EPA¥s Region V cdmmunity

relations staff said the region had successfully dealt with sites in

tfloodplains. Ms. Gillen requests a 11st of the sites and how they

were handled.

RESPONSE: Ms. Beck was responding by telephone in February 1985

to members of ACTION who were very concerned that the Bowers site was
flooding. Ms. Beck indicated that unfortunately many landfills were .
put into wetlands and floodplains, so that the region has several cases
of flooding Superfund sites. In saying that we had successfully dealt
with the sites, Ms. Beck meant on an emergency basis, such as erecting
berms or dikes, draining a site, or diverting water, in cases where
contaminants threatened a water supply. Examples are Seymour and
Enviro-Chem in Indiana, and A&F Materials in I1linois.

Page 99-100 Mark Scarpitti. 1) The gravel pitting should be taken into
consideration when cleanup options are considered; 2) a clay cap might

be "putting a 11d on a bucket with a hole in 1t.”

RESPONSE: 1) The need to take action on the gravel pitting will be
based on results of the remedial investigation; 2) a clay cap may be
considered as a remedial alternative during the feasibility study.
Usually the purpose of a clay clap is to prevent rainwater, etc. from
pushing contaminants further downward into groundwater, not to prevent
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the spread of contaminants already in the groundwater or soil. That
problem would be addressed with another option.

Page 116-117 David Cannon. If U.S. EPA shares split samples with the

community, provisions should be made for adequate quality control so the

results will be useful.

RESPONSE: Addressed in attachment on split sampling.

Page 117 Mary Anne Edsall. The public comment period should be extended.

RESPONSE: The public comment period was extended by 30 days.
Page 121 Linda King. Will incineration be considered as a cleanup

option 1f local laws prohibit incineration?

RESPONSE: A1l viable alternatives must be considered in evaluating the
best method for cleaning up a hazardous waste site. Even if incineration
is considered, it doesn't mean it will be chosen for this site. We can't
speculate on future local laws that may come into effect, but every
effort will be made to accommodate local concerns, and to clean up the
site in a safe and environmentally responsible manner.
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APPENDIX A: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Many of the comments received on the Bowers consent order concern citizen
involvement in the investigation. The county commissioners requested that
U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA include citizen representation on the "research
project team." The citizens' group, ACTION, had several comments. They
requested: prior notification of changes in any plan and in sampling
points, quarterly public meetings, representation on the project team
(they prefer a rotating membership), and all raw data. Other commenters
suggested the public be involved in the project to the extent possibie.

Both U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA believe that community involvement is a critical
element in the success of a Superfund project. The agencies discussed the
comments at great length, and have developed the following plan for
fulfilling the residents' desire to be informed and involved in the
project, and the agencies' obligation to keep the project scientific,

on schedule and consistent with agency policies:

Information committee. U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA will develop a committee
representing the county, city , citizens' groups ACTION and L-ECHOS to
meet regqularly with project staff and to provide documents for discussion
and review. The meetings would occur at least every other month in
Circleville, and would be open to anyone else who wished to observe.

Purpose: To disseminate reports, data, and progress reports related to the
remedial investigation and feasibility study of the Bowers Landfill. To
provide 1iaison function with the rest of the community. To provide input

to U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA, although the committee will not be a decision-making
body and will not have authority to override any agency decision.

Structure: One member should represent the Pickaway County Board of
Commissioners, the city of Circleville, the Pickaway County Board of Health,
ACTION, and L-ECHOS, Ohio EPA, U.S. EPA, the Respondents and perhaps one
at-large position. Each organization would choose its member, but for the
purposes of consistency and effectiveness, the agencies ask that the same
member (and a designated alternate, if desired) serve throughout the life

of the project.

Format: Throughout an RI/FS a number of documents and reports are generated
that generally are not reviewed by the community. However, U.S. EPA and
Ohio EPA are able to disseminate the documents under certain conditions.
We anticipate that we would provide them to and discuss them with
the commmittee. The following are documents that the Respondents will be
required to provide to the government, and that EPA would then provide to
the committee:

Work plan

QA/QC plan

site safety plan

geophysical survey

biological survey

-more-
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We will make available second drafts (ie. after U.S. and Ohio EPA have
reviewed) of the following:
RI report
Exposure Assessment (EPA will actually do this report)
Feasibility Study (this is always made available for
public comment)

Raw data. We cannot provide raw data that has not been through quality
assurance/quality control procedures. Attached is an October 4, 1984

memo from William Ruckelshaus, then administrator of the agency, which
describes the Agency's policy regarding the release of unreviewed material.
This policy is still in effect. Once the data from the site has been
through the required quality assurance/quality control procedures, the
agency can provide all data and not just summaries.

Representation on the project team. Several of the comments asked that citizens
be put on the “project team.” The information committee is in lieu of that
request because U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA cannot put a citizen on the project team
for the following reasons:

Members of the "project team" as defined by the consent order are authorized
to 1) take samples or direct sampling, 2) stop work, 3) make minor changes
in field work, 4) observe, record or photograph the work, and 5) review
records, files and documents. .

We are not able to give citizens the authority for numbers 1,2,3. Number 4
could be allowed only at a distance, as we are not able to allow citizens
on the site for safety and 1iability reasons. Number 5 will be accommodated
by the information committee.

5. Quarterly public meetings. ACTION requested that the agencies hold quarterly
pubTic meetings to Inform the community of the progress at the site. If there
appears to be need for the meetings, they will be held. However, it may be
that the more regular meetings with the information committee will fulfill

that function. In addition, U.S. EPA will provide regular written updates to
the community.
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APPENDIX B: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON SPLIT SAMPLING

In addition to the comments received during the comment period on the

consent order, U.S. EPA received a petition from Circleville residents

and a letter from William A. Myers, M.D., Pickaway County Health Commissioner,
requesting that split samples be provided to the residents.

As allowed under the consent order, U.S. EPA will provide a representative
of the Pickaway County Board of Health, a set of split samples. Dr. Myers
offered his assistance in facilitating the provision of split samples

from U.S. EPA.

U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA request that the analysis of these split samples strictly
adhere to all the requirements of the Quality Assurance Project Plan for

this site, which has been approved by EPA's Quality Assurance Office. The
Respondents’ samples and U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA's samples must also adhere to
the requirements of the QAPP. The QAPP contains highly sophisticated, state

of the art technical requirements which must be observed so that contamination
at and from the site can be successfully classified. EPA will acknowledge

only those samples that have followed the QAPP for this site,

ACTION further requested that industry assume financial responsibility for
the citizen's splits. Respondents are only required to undertake the
measures that EPA would undertake if EPA was conducting the RI/FS with
federal money. EPA does not fund citizens' split samples because the
scientific quality of the project is ensured by a QAPP, and citizen samples

are redundant. EPA will not require the Respondents to finance the citizens'
samples.
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APPENDIX C: LIST OF COMMENTERS

Oral comments were received at the March 14, 1985 public meeting from:

David Cannon, PPG Industries, Inc.
Cynthia Gillen, ACTION

Linda J. King

Garry Betts, ACTION & self

Ralph E. Dunkel, ACTION & self

Mary Anne Edsall

Mark Scarpitti, Soil Conservation Service
Marsha Schneider

William A. Myers, M.D., Pickaway County Health Commissioner
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Written comments were received from:

Linda King (December 22, 1984 letter regarding split samples)

William A, Myers, M.D. (January 9, 1985 letter regarding split samples)
Linda King, Mary Anne Edsall, and Cynthia Gillen, ACTION

Pastor Alfred Krebs, Trinity Lutheran Church

Muriel Wright

John, A, Jordan, City of Circleville, Department of Public Utilities

Donald E. Strous and Ralph W. Ankrom, Pickaway County Board of Commissioners
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Appendix D: Written comments and transcript of March 14 public meeting

(NOTE: The transcript includes only those portions with public comments;
a complete copy of the transcript is available from EPA.)





